County of Loudoun

~ Department of Planning
MEMORANDUM
DATE: May 2, 2007
TO: Loudoun County Planning Commission

FROM: Cindy Keegan, AICP, Project Manage@ |
CPAM 2007-0001, Housing Policies

SUBJECT: Comprehensive Plan Amendment
CPAM 2007-0001, Housing Policies

The Board of Supervisors recently initiated an amendment to the Revised General Plan
to broaden and update Countywide Housing Policies (CPAM 2007-0001, Housing
Policies). In preparation for the upcoming Public Input Session on May 14" the
Commission will receive a briefing from representatives of the Loudoun County Housing
Advisory Board (HAB) and staff on the CPAM.

The proposed policies, developed by the HAB, include providing a focus on the housing
need for households with incomes from 0% to 100% of the Washington Area Median
Income (AMI, $90,300 for 2006). Policy changes also call for different programmatic
approaches, that could include, for example, home-ownership loans and non-cash
supply incentives for incomes from 70% to 100% AMI; a combination of public and
private financial programs and regulations for incomes from 30% to 70% AMI; and
public and private partnerships to support housing for incomes from 0% to 30%.
Proposed policy revisions clarify the County’s continuum of housing need and provide
direction for program initiatives to address the need.

As background material, several documents are being forwarded to the Commission for
review. These documents include:

Attachment 1: CPAM 2007-0001, Housing Policies, draft policies (pg. A-1)

Attachment 2: Executive Summary: AECOM study (pg. A-11)

Attachment 3: Basic Housing and Employment Data and Projections;
AECOM Consult; June 2006 (pg. A-15)

Attachment 4: Housing Advisory Board: Purpose and Membership (pg. A-81)

Attachment 5: Current Housing Programs & Fund Descriptions (pg. A-83)

Attachment 6: Scope of Activities, CPAM 2007-0001, April 16, 2007 (pg. A-87)

Attachment 7: Copy Teste, April 3, 2007, BOS Business Meeting (pg. A-89)




Proposed Changes to the Housing Policies
of the Revised General Plan (Chapter 2, pp. 2-12 to 2-15)

(New text: Double underlined, red color; Deleted text: Strike-through, biue color.)

Housing

Th nty’'s_prim housin jective i re_th xisting and futur
nty residen nd the workfor r IV ran f_h
QQMS__ An adequate supply of varied types of housing, both rental and
for-sale, in econvenient locations throughout the County is a fundamental
ingredient of an enduring community. The creation of sustainable housing-its
design, density, location, and performance-requires that the pattern of residential
developmentﬂ#s—desrgn—densrty—leeaﬂen—and—pe#ermaﬂee-benefrt the user now

accomphsh thrs Q@M p&rpese— a drversrty of housrng types ina broad range
of prices should be provided. Housing opportunities should must be available in

all areas of the County. Housing for special needs populations incorporating a
programmatic approach also should must be furnished.
The supply of gingle-family detached, attached and multi-family housing {unit

types-and-priees) and their pricing is largely a function of market dynamics. The
residential market plays-the-primary—role-in determines the type of housing to be
constructed, based upon regioral demands for specific housing types and the

potentral return on rnvestment for the developer #—supply—fer—a—parﬂeular—heusmg

h in ion hol h I nabl rent or rch
insufficient incom m rrent mark rices. H ing diversity in n
rice t r nmet n will enhan n’ nomic vitali nd th

health of the community now and over time.
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As total demand for housing in Loudoun has increased over the past fouryears
fifteen years, townhouse—and-—condominium single-family aftached and multi-
family units have gained a greater share of the for-sale market, while single-
family detached homes and lots have accounted for a decreasing share. In
1990, single-family detached units represented 65% percent of the County's
housing stock, whereas single-family attached units constituted 19% pereent and
multi-family units constituted 14% pereent. By 20005, single-family detached
units represented 54% &6-percent of all homes; single-family attached units 26
27% pereent, and multi-family units, 19% pereent. By 20005, single- family
detached hemes units and lots accounted for only 66 49% percent of sales,
compared to 58 L pe%eent of sales in 1990. Ihe—me;eased—ma{ket—share—ef—the

Advi Board t | m r affordable housing an
h’ oy :

innliie . Sl - _ -
ran rtininImDI Airport) who represent roximately 44% of th
l m h h
1 3444 €A i £\ J h i cil, . ! isti J : .n
which i . _Th im hat in 2 n itional 12,578
housing units were required to house these selected in-commuting workers in the
industries in which a disproportionately large amount of in-commuting occurred
That figure is projected to increase to 29,836 units by 2030, for these workers.

! Basic Housing and Employment Data and Projections; AECOM Consult; June 2006.
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| hows th roximatel % of L n's residen mm t

ion nd health servi nd informati n |n ._The higher pri
housin ing pr in th nty m ffr le t -commutin
workers.
The AECOM identifi h in rentai housin i th
worsen over time for h hol % of th hin thr litan

Statistical Area Median Inggmg (AMI). The AMI is $89,300 for 2005. Qver time,

the rental housing §hg_rtggg is expected to worsen for households at incomes

50% AMI L|kgW|§g! the study shows that there is a shortage of affordable
homeownership opportunities for households from 50% to 100% AM| that will
worsen over time, especially for incomes at 80% AMI. The study showed that a
majority of Loudoun County households earns more than 125% AMI. _However,
maintain a healthy, vigor nomy, L ’ in mmunity n
n workforce which h ri f housi ions for workers of all

in ri nd all income levels.

The County can influence the-heusing-market housing options and affordability

by encouraging or requiring a clustered pattern of development and mixed-use
communities requiring with a diversity of housing types. To achieve this, the
County ean should allow higher residential densities that are close to
employment and town centers, where adequate water, sewer, roads, schools,
open space, and recreation are, or will be in place. In and of themselves,
increased densities are not the only answer to influencing the market. Flexibility
in lot sizes and setback requirements, and a relaxation of use restrictions and
programmatic—options are also necessary to achieve the desired product mix.
The County can alse—allew permit accessory and second-story apartments in
existing villages and rural clusters and provide for a variety of unit types to be
developed in designated Join nd Management Ar (JLMAs) around the
towns that have them. Th n n_form lic-priv nershi

A. Affordable Housing Affordability

Housing affordability has long been an issue in the Washington, D.C.
metropolutan region heusing—arket. Affordability becomes a problem when

the cost of housing exceeds an acceptable percentage of a
household’s disposable income. When—confronted—by—high—housing—prices
relative-to-househeld-incemes—hHouseholds that are determined to reside in the
metropolitan area can either pay a disproportionately—targe amount of their
income to secure housing, or pay less and-secure for lower quality or less

A



CPAM 2007-0001Housing Policies
Proposed HAB/ADUAB policies
February 13, 2007

Page 4

adequate housing. Fhe-Board-of-Supervisers—ln developing Loudoun County’s
approach vision for its residents, the Board of Supervisors has recognized
affordable housing as an economic, transportation, and quality-of-life issue. Asds
the-case-in-the—region—wWhile the County is providing a significant share of its
the region’s housing, prices and rents are at a level that is too costly for many
workers of Loudoun’ workforce. Workers filling jobs in Loudoun often live in other
jurisdictions and generate traffic on local roads as they travel commute to work-
increasing air pollution and gas consumption. Some housing units contain
multiple famili r itional nts, resulting in overcrow ndition

neighborh n lity of life. The lack of affordably
priced housing also has an impact on the continued ability to attract and retain a
diversified employment base.

T I nm ing n f L n's workfor rnin 9
% AMI ination of loans, regulations, and incentivi houl lied.
ne im nt pr is the Affordable Dwellin mt AD rogram. 1990,

ling | ' ion, an fulfllhng the housmg needs of Countyresndents

W|th mcomes from 301q pe%eent to 70% percent—ofthe—GCounbfs—median
asvseholdincsrae AMI.

Gene&auy—FeﬂtaJ—ewts—shequ—heuse The ADU rental units are designed to serve

% 10 50% eof-the—Gounty's—median-income AMI Theunits
sheuld—be—avaﬂable—at—amual—pnees—equa—teggggggg SO_LpeFeentof
income (exclusive of utilities). Generally;—these-residents-with-incomes-at ADU

At
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for-sale units are designed to serve residents with incomes of 50% percent to
70% pe#eent—sheaﬂd—be—able—te—purehase—heusmg AMI For-sale units should be

available at2—53tlmes that i mcome |m rogram i rovidin

th r|nn htI its effectiven re affor housing for

Th n houl lish ing tr fun ith i
reven lever f ral, stat r fundin
f new units, t rovi wn m first-ti h

L#%W@M
rch land for affor RaroftThe affordability

issue also includes developmg strategles to retain preserve the existing supply of

owner-occupied housing and the-existing-supply-of-subsidized affordable rental

units. As such, the Plan recommends other programmatic initiatives aimed at
revitalization, renovation, and restoration of the existing housing stock,

developmentof QMQ manufactured housmg M and that
: = : Ng-oppor the

3—0.

A-S
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H ina-Polici

Guiding Principles Polici

1. Th n k rom h in ions for all le who work in
Loudoun.

2 n lici n rograms will f n_th nmet h ing n f
h hol rnin to 100% of the Washington Metr litan Area Median
Income (AMI that is the ar f greatest n .

. Th ntv will im nmet h ing n ing programs will
val for their effectiven in ressing t n

4. H ing that i vel to fulfill unm ing n I locat
near existin r_plann mplovm nter mmuni rs, transit
rout nd amenities.

. Th nty i mmitted to bring all existin ndard affor le housin

up to current health and safety standards.

2:6. The County encourages a variety of housing types and innovative designs to
be developed in mixed-use communities to assist in achieving—affordable

3:7. The County will require a mix of housing options appropriately located in
communities to support a balanced development program.

20-8. The County will encourage the fermation-of public-and-private-parthershipsio
development of housing for special needs populations that—are integrated

within existing and planned residential communities, particularly in areas
within walking distance of convenience shopping and employment
opportunities.
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22:9. The County will promote the-formation-of-public-and-private—partnerships—for

the provision of an affordable range of housmg types throughout the County

aVa aVala n Nroy alaTa'
ETATIvEEaRIAvieivIRIwiY

Ld facnhtatgmg—the—pnvate

ilities at little or no extra cost.

m|n|m|z n ruction w. her n i rnm ntal impacts.

Housing Supply Polici

41. The County will identify options for addressing afferdable—housing
develepment unmet housing needs in the Transition Policy Area not covered

by the ADU zoning ordinance and work toward an implementation plan.

#2. The County will encourage preservation by adaptive re-use of existing rural
farms structures, such as barns, for the development of affordable dwelling
units, as defined in the Zoning Ordinance and in accordance with the policies
in the Revised General Plan.

- tion Polici

1. The County will initiate a regional cooperative effort with neighboring
jurisdictions to establish a dialogue and programs to address the provision of
a healthy balance of jobs and housing in each jurisdiction.

6:2. The County will provide technical planning expertise and financial support to
the Towns to assist them in establishing redevelopment and revitalization
programs that provide affordable housing. Such programs might include a
revitalization tax program, housing rehabilitation, the development of

A7
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regulations that allow for a broad range of housing types and upper story
residential uses over stores, etc.

16:3. The County will work in partnership with nonprofit and ret-for-profit agencies
committed to the provision of a wide range of affordable housing opportunities
by offering technical and financial assistance.

Funding Polici

43:1. Developers of residential and mixed-use projects are encouraged to include
affordable-housing proffers to fulfill unmet housing needs in their development
proposals.

1. Th will ion of program Is and incentiv
h i riv. vel that will fulfill unmet housing n

12:2. The County will provide special incentives to stimulate the development of
new housing projects when the applicant demonstrates the capacity to eaffect
economic efficiencies in producing and sustaining affordable rents and or sale

prices over time that-meet-the-County's-adopted-definition-of-affordable.

17#3. The County will adopt or develop and implement an employer-assisted
housing program to help meet workers’ housing needs.

18:4. The County will develop and implement a revitalization tax program for
housing rehabilitation to conserve existing affordable housing.

. Th nty will consider lishing incentiv h nsi n r
transfers; expedit lication review; r ion r_waiver of rmit
velopment, and infrastructure f r ital faciliti ntributions; tax
tements; and zoning modifications to meet annual housin Is _an

A2
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. Th nty will devel nd maintain an inven f liclv owned land that
I itable for residential n velopmen r nmet
housing needs. Priority on the use of this land should be given to special

n housing and h hol t than 70% of area median income.
7. Th n rom the r nition of ign and innovation in

affordable housing by the Design Cabinet, County programs, and other

channels.

L egislation Polici

103,

The County requires that for land development applications proposing
development of 50 or more dwelling units with a density greater than one
dwelling unit per acre, located in an approved sewer service area, a
percentage of the total number of dwellings will be developed as affordable

umts and g|ven an appropnate den3|ty mcrease Ihe—@eun#y—wm—detemme

The County will seek state enabling legislation to allow for the grgwglg
require—the—deovelopment of affordable dwelling units as—part—ef

developments less than 50 units- Il ildings four stori reater
with elevators.

The County will strengthen ADU Program regulations to do as much as the
state code allows to require the development of affordable housing that is
interspersed within neighborhoods, communities and throughout the County
as a part of new development.

The County will establish a Housing Authority as provided for by the State
Code to develop new affordable housing, rehabilitate housing, and revitalize

community infrastructure. ntil h _tim Housing Authori
lish th n NCour. he Industrial Development Authori

xercise i thori ist with tax exempt bond financing, lever

financing and stimul rativ nerships toward the preservation an
tion of housin I nmet n

The County will amend the Zoning Ordinance to expand the number of
districts where manufactured housing, accessory units, and other alternative
housing types are allowed.

4
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Executive Summary of the AECOM Consult Study
Developed for the Loudoun County Housing Advisory Board

Introduction
The Loudoun County Housing Advisory Board (HAB) requested quotes from six

professional housing and demographic research firms or public agencies to
report on Loudoun County’s existing housing market. The RFQ requested
development of the data necessary to identify the County's rental and for-sale
housing needs at prescribed income levels. The information was determined to
be critical to reaching a general understanding of the County’s current and
projected housing situation, so that appropriate policies and programs can be
developed to address the County’s affordable housing needs.

Background

The Loudoun County Board of Supervisors appointed the twelve member HAB in
July, 2005 to study the supply and demand issues of affordable housing and
make recommendations to the Board on policy and program development. The
need to develop new housing programs was identified in a 2002 comparison of
the County’'s housing supply and available and future jobs. The study included
an income distribution of Loudoun’s households based on the County’s median
income; an assessment of average home sales prices for both new and resale
units; home sales by price point, and an estimate of wages based on selected
occupations. The HAB determined to update the 2002 report with data more
current than 2000 Census given the dynamic nature of the County’s housing

market.

The HAB also wanted to determine the magnitude of the gap between supply
and affordability. The HAB asked for a response to the following questions:

» What is the market demand for housing in Loudoun? How many people
would live here if they could live here?

What is the right mix of unit types for a healthy community?

What should the annual supply goal for affordable housing be?

What jobs are coming to Loudoun County and what will they pay?
What is considered an acceptable commuting distance?

Tasks
The selected firm was asked to conduct a ten-week study of the housing market

and report on its findings both in a written and graphic format. The study also
includes a detailed description of the applied methodology used to develop the
data and make projections so that it can be periodically updated. Key data
generated in the study includes a compendium of data tables that provide a
broad variety of information that is projected to 2030. Much of the data is
distributed by income and by County planning sub area in order to understand
the workforce housing need by proximity to jobs and by unit type now and over

time.

ATTACHMENT 2
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Conclusions

The AECOM study was conducted in the spring of 2006 to provide data on
Loudoun County housing demand and supply. The data was used to determine
if there are workers who work in the County and live elsewhere because there is

a shortage of affordable housing.

Its principle conclusion is that there is a shortage of rental and owner-occupied
units available for Loudoun’s workers.

This shortage results in a disproportionate number of workers commuting into
Loudoun for employment. The study determined, after comparing Loudoun
County's geographic and economic make-up with 31 similar American counties,
that a disproportionate number of workers in 4 industries in-commute to Loudoun
for their employment. These industries are:

o retail
o local government (including teachers & police officers),

o warehouse & transportation (including Airport jobs),
o construction

These four industries represent approximately 44% of Loudoun'’s workforce, and
are four of the top five industry categories in terms of percentage of the

workforce.

The study suggests that the development of more market rate homes in Loudoun
will make this problem worse for two reasons. First, the average annual salary
for workers in these industries does not provide adequate income to support the
average price of a housing unit in Loudoun, which was $568,959 across all
housing types in 2005 according to the 2005 Annual Growth Summary. Second,
additional “market rate” homes will require additional workers in precisely those
four industries listed above which are already experiencing disproportionate in-

commuting.

Other specific findings and conclusions include:

e More apartments, condominiums and townhouses are needed to match the
income affordability of the “displaced” workers especially over the next 25

years.

e Loudoun County comparatively has a disproportionate higher level of out-
commuters in three industries including Federal Government, Educational
and Health Services, and Information—all relatively high paying industries.
The County houses higher paid out-commuters in certain industries.

Al



e About 25% of Loudoun County households have housing costs exceeding the
30% monthly housing cost standard as well as a surplus of both rental and
for-sale housing at the most expensive end of the scale indicating that a
significant number of households are “house-poor.”

¢ A majority of Loudoun County households earn more than 125% of the area
median income or about $112,875.

¢ In rental units, there is a shortage of available units for incomes ranging from
10% to 60% of the area median income reflecting an estimated 1,437 units

available for 7,381 households.

e The County’'s ADU program provides rental units for those households
earning 30% to 50% of the AMI. The ADU program assumes that households
in those income ranges will rent as it is unlikely that they could qualify to
purchase housing. Below 30%, generally housing subsides are required. Over
time, the rental housing shortage is expected to get worse for incomes from
10% to 50% with the most severe shortage at 2030 for households at 50%

AMI.

e For owner-occupied units, the shortage occurs from 10% to 120% where
there are estimated to be 13,031 units available for 41,335 households.
Shortages worsen over time for income ranges from 50% to 100% of AMI with
the most pronounced shortages for incomes at 80% of the median.

e Compared to peer counties, Loudoun’s economy is disproportionately
concentrated in professional & business services, construction, transportation
and warehousing, information, and federal government employment. A strong
concentration in professional & business services, information, and federal
government employment is beneficial as they typically generate high wage

jobs.

e A literature search concerning the relationship between transportation
congestion and housing choice describing the generally acceptable
commuting time of around 30 minutes from home to work with some
information that Loudoun County commutes are slightly longer than the

acceptable time.

Data Book
The data book includes the following information:

2002, 2010, 2020, & 2030 Home Based Work Trips from HHs Earning less Than $30,000
2002, 2010, 2020, & 2030 Home Based Work Trips from HHs Earning $30,000 to $49,999
2002, 2010, 2020, & 2030 Home Based Work Trips from HHs Earning $50,000 to $74,999
2002, 2010, 2020 & 2030 Home Based Work Trips from HHs Earning More than $75,000
HHs by Income Range in County and Planning Sub areas

Estimated Number of Rental Units in Loudoun County by Income from 2005 to 2030

K12



Estimated New & Existing Housing Unit Sales in Loudoun County from 2000 to 2030
Estimated New & Existing Housing Unit Sales by Type from 2000 to 2030

Estimated Number of Housing Units Sold in Loudoun County by Type & Affordability at AMI
Estimated Number of Rental Units by Planning Sub areas from 2005 to 2030

Estimated Number of Renter Occupied HHs in Loudoun County from 2005 to 2030

Total Households in Loudoun County by Sub area from 2005 to 2030

Estimated Number of Owner Occupied HHs in Loudoun County from 2005 to 2030
Additional Housing Units Required to House In-Commuters in Selected Industries by Type
Distribution of Housing Units required to House In-Commuters in Selected Industries

Renter & Owner Occupied Housing Supply & Demand in Loudoun County

Rental Housing Demand in Loudoun County by AMI Range

Rental Housing Supply in Loudoun County by AMI Range

Rental Housing Surplus/Shortage in Loudoun County by AMI Range

Owner Occupied Housing Demand in Loudoun County by AMI Range

Owner Occupied Housing Supply in Loudoun County by AMI Range

Owner Occupied Housing Surplus/Shortage in Loudoun County by AMI Range

Households and Persons Burdened By Housing Costs (greater than 30%) from 2000 to 2030
Estimated New & Existing Housing Unit Sales in Loudoun County

Estimated Median Existing & New Housing Unit Sales Prices in Loudoun County from 2003 to 2030
Estimated Median Existing & New Housing Sales Prices by Unit Type in Loudoun County,2003 to 2030
Establishments by Employment Size in Loudoun County

Employment by Establishment Size by Zip code in Loudoun County, 2003

Employment by Industry in Loudoun County from 2005 projected to 2030

Estimated Total employment6 By Planning Sub area in Loudoun County by 2030

Earnings per Worker by Industry in Loudoun County from 2005 to 2030

Estimated Total Earnings (In Millions) By Planning Sub area by 2030

Estimated Occupational Profile in 2005, Major Occupational Groups Only

Projected Employment Growth by Occupation in the U.S., 2004 to 2014

Occupational Profile & Wages in the Wash. Metro Region

Estimated Impact that a Change in Occupational Profile will have on Annual Average Wages
Estimated Occupational Profile, 2005
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Basic Housing and Employment Data
and Projections

Produced for:
Loudoun County Housing Advisory Board
Loudoun County, Virginia

Produced by:
AECOM CONSULT

August 1, 2006
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Executive Summary

As measured by population or employment, Loudoun County has been among
the fastest growing counties in the U.S. for two decades. With this rapid growth
has come a steady increase in housing prices. In response to those price
increases, the Loudoun County Board of Supervisors appointed the Housing
Advisory Board (HAB) to study housing supply and demand issues and
affordability of housing and make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors
on policy and program development. In undertaking that study, the HAB has
identified five key questions related to housing and employment growth in
Loudoun County. Those questions and summaries of the findings related to
them are listed below.

Question #1: What is the Market Demand for Housing in Loudoun County?

In this analysis, it was assumed that demand for Loudoun County housing would
consist of the households that were projected to be in Loudoun County based on
the County’s official socioeconomic forecast plus some share of workers that
currently work in Loudoun County but do not reside there.

Estimating the share of workers that in-commute into Loudoun County and may
demand housing there was accomplished by comparing commuting patterns by
industry in Loudoun County with a set of peer counties. After analyzing all 3,141
counties in the U.S. a total of 31 counties with similar populations, relatively high
earnings, and suburban characteristics were selected as peers. Relative to the
set of peer counties it was determined that there were four industries in which a
disproportionate amount of in-commuting occurred in Loudoun County in 2003.
Those industries include:

e Construction e Local Government
e Transportation & Warehousing e Retail trade

Determining that employees in these industries, which include police and
fireman, school teachers, shopkeepers and other individuals which most
localities would like to have live in and take a stake in their communities was
considered a important finding.

The number of housing units required to allow Loudoun County’s net commuting
in these industries to equal that of its peers was estimated to be 12,578 in 2003.
To put that figure in perspective, there were 79,000 housing units in Loudoun
County in that year suggesting that an increase of 15.9% in Loudoun County’s
housing stock would have been required to house these workers.

If similar trends continued in these selected industries, (i.e. assuming that
commuting patterns, relative wages, and other factors remained constant) the
estimated number of in-commuters in these selected industries that may demand
housing in Loudoun County was projected to increase to 29,836. To put that
figure in perspective, there are currently projected to be 174,000 housing units in
Loudoun County in that year, based on Loudoun County’s socioeconomic
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forecast, suggesting that an increase of 17.1% in Loudoun County's housing
stock would have been required to house these workers.

Question #2: What is the Right Mix of Housing Units in Loudoun County?

The right mix of housing units in Loudoun County was determined by first
collecting the mix of housing units projected to occur based on Loudoun County’s
socioeconomic forecast for the period between 2000 and 2030. That forecast is
based on existing, permitted, and approved residential development along with
assumptions related to future housing market demand and residential permitting
activity. Then, the housing units by type that would be required to house the
workers that currently in-commute but may demand housing in Loudoun County,
as determined in Question 1, were estimated and used to augment the current
forecast.

In Question 1, it was estimated that in 2003, an additional 12,578 housing units
were required to house selected in-commuting workers in several industries in
which a disproportionately large amount of in-commuting occurred. That figure
was projected to increase to 29,836 housing units by 2030. Based on estimated
distributions of those employees by occupations and wages, along with projected
housing prices, the type of housing unit that each may demand was estimated.
Those results are summarized in Table ES-1

Table ES-1. Housing Units Required to House Selected
In-Commuters*, By Unit Type

| | Single Family | Single Family | Multi | |
Year | Detached | Attached |Family | Total
2003 1,303 8,406 2,869 12,578
Total, by 2030 2,539 13,277 14,020 29,835

Note: * As determined in Question 1.
Source: AECOM Consult, BLS, Economy.com, and Woods & Poole.

Based on that analysis, it was determined that an additional 2,539 single family
detached units, 13,277 single family attached units, and 14,020 muitifamily units
would be required to house selected in-commuters in 2030. The addition of
those units to the current socioeconomic forecast would alter the projected
distribution of forecasted housing units by type of unit in Loudoun County as is
displayed in Table ES-2.

Table ES-2. Distribution of Housing Units by Type in 2030

[ Current Scciosconomic. | Forecast Augmented for |
Unit Type Il Forecast | Selected In-commuters |

Single Family Detached 53.5% ‘ 46.9%

Single-Family Attached 27.1% 29.6%

Multi-Family 19.5% 23.5%

Source: AECOM Consult, BLS, Economy.com, and Woods & Poole.

Based on the current socioeconomic forecast, Loudoun County’s housing stock
is projected to be comprised of 54% single family detached, 27.1% single family
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attached, and 19.5% multifamily units in 2030. Adding the housing units required
to house selected in-commuters would result in an increase in the share of
muitifamily housing units and single family attached units and a decrease in the
share of single family detached units.

Question #3: What should the Annual Supply of Affordable Housing in
Loudoun County be?

In order to determine a supply goal of affordable housing, the number of housing
units that would be demanded and supplied for various ranges of household
income was estimated. Then, shortages and surpluses in available housing for
households in each income range were identified. Where shortages existed for
households in some ranges, potential goals to provide housing to households in
those income ranges were then be proposed.

Shortages and surplus in available housing units for both households that rent
and own housing were determined by:

 First the distribution of households in Loudoun County by income range was
estimated

« Then, the expenditure that a household in each income range could expend
without being overly burdened was estimated. This allowed the number of
housing units that would be demanded by households in each income range
to be estimated

» Then, the supply of housing units for both rental and owner occupied housing
that would be affordable to each income range was estimated

» Finally the supply and demand of housing units by income range was
compared to determine where shortages and surpluses exist.

That analysis was conducted for the years 2005 and 2030 for both rental and
owner occupied units. That analysis determined that for renters, shortages
existed in 2005 for households in the lowest five income ranges and for owners,
shortages existed in 2005 for households in the lowest twelve income ranges.
Further, that analysis determined that for nearly all income ranges, shortages
were projected to worsen between 2005 and 2030.

Several alternative annual affordable housing unit goals have been generated
and are displayed in Table ES-3. Those alternatives involve:

« Providing affordable housing sufficient to prevent shortages from
worsening by 2030

« Providing affordable housing sufficient to halve shortages by 2030

 Providing affordable housing sufficient to eliminate shortages by 2030
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Table ES-3. Potential Annual Affordable Housing Unit Goals

| Annual Housing | Annual'Housing | Annual'Housing

. Units Neededito | Units Needed to | Units/Needed to
Maintain Shortage | Halve Shortage |  Eliminate

Income Ranges __Obsenved in 2005 by 2030 | Shortage by 2030
_Rental Units =

Lowest Five Income Ranges | 49 J 133 | 266

Owner Occupied Units -

Lowest Twelve Income Ranges I 238 607 ] 1,213

Source: AECOM Consult, Inc.

In order to maintain the 2005 shortage of rental units for households in the lowest
five income ranges, approximately 49 rental units would have to be provided
annually for each year between 2006 and 2030. In order to eliminate projected
shortages in rental units for the lowest five income ranges, 266 rental units that
would be affordable to households in those income ranges would have to be
provided annually from 2006 through 2030. In each case, the majority of those
units would have to be affordable to households with incomes between $20,000
and $34,000 annually (in 2000 dollars).

In order to maintain the 2005 shortage of owner occupied units for households in
the lowest 12 income ranges, approximately 238 owner occupied units would
have to be provided annually for each year between 2006 and 2030. In order to
eliminate shortages in owner occupied units, about 1,200 units that were
affordable to households in the lowest twelve income ranges would have to be
provided annually from 2006 through 2030. The large majority of those units
would have to be affordable for households with incomes between $27,000 and
$62,000 annually (in 2000 dollars).

Question #4: What Jobs are Coming to Loudoun County and What will they
Pay?

To determine the jobs that are coming to Loudoun County the distribution of
employment as projected in the Economy.com forecast was applied to total
employment as projected in Loudoun County's socioeconomic forecast. That
methodology was selected because it would allow total employment figures to
agree with those officially accepted by Loudoun County local government
officials. The projected change in employment by industry in Loudoun County is
displayed in Figure ES-1.
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Figure ES-1.

Change in Employment by Industry in Loudoun County,
2005 to 2030
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Source: Economy.com and Loudoun County Department of Economic Development.

Between 2005 and 2030, more than half of all employment growth in Loudoun
County is projected to occur in the professional & business services, leisure &
hospitality, information, and education & health services industries. Strong
growth in professional & business services is beneficial as that industry typically
generates high wages jobs.

The change in wages per worker between 2005 and 2030 for each of Loudoun
County’s industries is displayed in Figure ES-2. These figures have been
adjusted and are presented in 2005 dollars.

Figure ES-2.

Change in Wages by Industry in Loudoun County,
2005 to 2030
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Source: Economy.com.
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Wages in Loudoun County’s construction, financial activities, professional &
business services, and local government are expected to increase significantly
by 2030. Most other sectors are projected to experience relatively small
changes in real wages per worker with the exception of information, which is
projected to experience a substantial decline.! An overview of the projected
change in employment and the wages that each industry will earn is provided in

Table ES-4.

Table ES-4. Employment Change and Wages in Loudoun County

E Employment Changeiin = | AnnualWages in
g Industry. Loudoun County.- 2005 t0 2030 | 2030/(in 2005 Dollars)
Professional & Business Services 40,501 $82,772
Leisure & Hospitality 18,310 $14,296
Information 17,145 $66,896
Education & Health Services 15,992 $32,339
Retail Trade 10,962 $33,846
Local Government 9,741 $59,062
Transportation, Warehousing and Utilities 7,617 $52,757
Other Services 6,633 $42,944
Financial Activities 6,294 $81,923
Wholesale Trade 6,143 $74,015
Federal Government 5,041 $89,023
Construction 2,456 $69,738
Manufacturing 1,987 $57,781
State Government 1,501 $21,340
Natural Resources & Mining 99 $25,104

Source: Economy.com and Loudoun County Department of Economic Development.

Having obtained employment and wage forecasts for each industry in Loudoun
County, it is possible to determine what the average wage per employee would
be for the 2005 to 2030 period. That calculation has been made and is displayed
in Figure ES-3. Those figures have been adjusted for inflation and are in 2005

dollars.

' Economists from Economy.com have indicated that the fall in information wages per worker may be overstated.
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Figure ES-3.

anﬂation Adjusted Wages Per Worker in Loudoun Countﬂ
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Source: Economy.com.

Earnings per worker in Loudoun County are projected to increase by about 10%
over the entire 2005 and 2030 period, after being adjusted for inflation,
increasing from about $52,000 in 2005 to $57,000 in 2030. Minor declines in
inflation adjusted wages per worker projected to occur in the last few years of the
forecast period are related to relatively strong growth in sector such as
information and leisure & hospitality, each of which are projected to experience
modest decline in inflation adjusted earnings per worker in those years.

Question #5: What is Considered an Acceptable Commuting Distance?

Because of the impact that congestion can have on commute times, the analysis
related to the acceptability of a commute was conducted based in minutes as
opposed to distance. There have been several empirical studies that have
discussed the extent to which drivers would be willing to commute. In those
studies, acceptable commuting times are generally described to be in a range
between 30 and 45 minutes for a one-way commute. Other research indicates
that the typical tolerable commuting time may be upwards of 45 to 60 minutes at
the maximum.

Relative to other large metropolitan areas in the U.S, commuting time is relatively
high in the Washington D.C. area. In fact, among the nation’s largest 100
Metropolitan areas in terms of population, Washington’s mean travel time to work
in 2000 was 4™ highest behind only New York City, Monmouth-Ocean, NJ, and
Nassau-Suffolk, NY. Mean travel times in Washington were higher than other
metro areas that are frequently described as having difficult commutes including
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Atlanta, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Houston, and Seattle. The mean travel
time to work in Washington D.C. and the nation’s 100 largest metro areas is
displayed in Figure ES-4.

Figure ES-4.

Mean Travel Time to Work in Minutes in the Largest 100 U.S.
Metropolitan Areas
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Source: 2000 Census

Washington's relatively high commuting times are not likely to have improved
since 2000. Based on the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments’
(MWCOG) periodically produced commuting survey, commuting times in the
Washington region increased from approximately 32 minutes to 34 minutes
between 2001 and 2004.2

Loudoun County residents also faced disproportionately high commuting times in
2000. In that year, the mean travel time to work in Loudoun County was 30.8
minutes. By virtually any comparison, commute times were relatively high in
Loudoun County in 2000. Loudoun County’'s mean travel time to work has been
compared with a number of different sets of counties and in each case Loudoun
County’'s commute times are in the top third and in some cases, near the top
decile. Commuting time comparisons are displayed in Table ES-5.

2 That report is entitled State of the Commute. The most recent edition was published in 2004 and included results from a
survey of 7,200 employed persons in the Washington Metro Area.

ix

fratd



Table ES-5. A Comparison of Loudoun County’s Mean
Commute Time, 2000

Rank of Loudoun | Percentile

. County'sMean | Among Set

Comparison Set \ Time toWork | of Counties
Virginia Counties 41 30.4%
Fastest Growing 100 Counties (2000-2005) 29" 29.0%
500 Largest Counties (as measured by 2000 population) 50" 10.0%
All 3,141 U.S. Counties 332™ 10.6%

Note: A rank of 1 suggests that the commute time as measured in minutes, is the longest.
Source: 2000 Census

Unfortunately more current data relating to Loudoun County’s commuting times
are unavailable, however, given the rapid pace of housing construction and
employment growth that has occurred in Loudoun County and other exurban
counties since 2000, it is likely that commuting times have worsened.

Currently, at 30 or more minutes, Loudoun County commuters are likely at the
high end of a range viewed as acceptable. This finding may be even more
applicable to in-commuters working in Loudoun County as they may be
commuting from other jurisdictions in the region or from jurisdictions in West
Virginia or other exurban locations.
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Basic Housing and Employment
Data and Projections

Introduction

Loudoun County has been among the fastest growing counties in the U.S. for two
decades. Most recently, between 2000 and 2005, Loudoun County experienced
the nation’s second fastest rate of population growth among more than 3,000
counties, behind only Flagler County, FL. In addition, Loudoun County’s labor
market is among the healthiest in the U.S.  For example, through the year
ending in August 2005, employment growth in Loudoun County was 6.5 percent,
several times higher than the national average employment growth of 1.9 percent
in that period. In addition, the unemployment rate in Loudoun County, which was
2.1 percent in September 2005, was well below the national average and was the
nation’s 19th lowest county. These and other selected economic indicators
describing Loudoun County are contained in Table I-1.

Table I-1. Selected Economic Indicators for Loudoun County

[ Rank/Among’

; i Loudoun/€ounty. | 3,000+ Counties*
Population, 2003 ' 203,818 264"
Population Growth Rate, 2002-2003 ' 8.50% 39
Employment, 2003 ' 133,309 249"
Employment Growth Rate, 2002-2003 5.40% 59"
Per Capita Income, 2003 " $38,269 98"
Unemployment Rate, September 2005 * 2.1% 19" (lowest)

Notes: *The set of comparison counties ranged from 3,134 to 3,257.
Sources: 1- Bureau of Economic Analysis. 2- Bureau of Labor Statistics.

With this rapid growth has come a steady increase in housing prices. In
response to that price increase, the Loudoun County Board of Supervisors
appointed the Housing Advisory Board (HAB) to study housing supply and
demand issues and affordability of housing and make recommendations to the
Board of Supervisors on policy and program development. In undertaking that
study, the HAB has identified five key questions related to housing and
employment growth in Loudoun County. Those questions, which are listed
below, will be addressed in this study.

e Question #1: What is the Market Demand for Housing in Loudoun
County?

e Question #2: What is the Right Mix of Housing Units in Loudoun
County?

e Question #3: What should the Annual Supply of Affordable Housing in
Loudoun County be?

e Question #4: What jobs are coming to Loudoun County and What will
they Pay?

» Question #5: What is considered an Acceptable Commuting Distance?
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Question #1: What is the Market Demand for Housing in Loudoun County?

One method of quantifying the demand for housing in Loudoun County is to
conduct a survey of residents in jurisdictions in and near the Washington
Metropolitan area. In that survey, respondents could be asked where they would
prefer to live and what type of housing they would prefer to obtain. The results of
that survey could be compiled and could reveal the total number of housing units
that are demanded in Loudoun County. Unfortunately, such a survey is beyond
the scope of this study.

Instead, this analysis will rely upon existing data in order to estimate the total
number of employees that do not currently reside in Loudoun County, but work in
Loudoun County. It is believed that some segment of those in-commuters are
likely to demand housing in Loudoun County. Housing units that would be
required to house those in-commuters could be added to the existing number of
households in Loudoun County to estimate the total demand for housing.

The share of employees that in-commute and might therefore demand housing in
Loudoun County can be estimated using the following four steps:

« Step 1. A set of counties that are considered to be peers to Loudoun
County will be identified.

o« Step 2. The level in which in-commuting and out-commuting is
occurring will be estimated for each industry in Loudoun County.
Similar calculations will-be conducted for the set of peer counties.

» Step 3. The share of employees that in-commute in each industry in
Loudoun County will be compared with similar figures observed in peer
counties. Industries in which net in-commuting in Loudoun County is
significantly higher than that observed in peer counties will be
identified.

« Step 4. The number of housing units that would be required for
Loudoun County’s in-commuting levels to equal that observed in peer
counties will be calculated for industries in which a disproportionate
amount of in-commuting occurs in Loudoun County.

Each of these steps is described in more detail below.

Step 1. Selecting Peer Counties

Peer counties were selected based on three characteristics. First, all 3,142
counties in the U.S. were filtered based on population. Counties that had a
population in 2003 that was either less than 150,000 or more than 400,000 were
eliminated. That filter ensured that each of the peer counties would have
economies that were relatively close in size to that found in Loudoun County.
That filter eliminated all but 228 counties.

Second, for those counties within that population range, a filter related to
earnings per worker was imposed. Specifically, all counties that had 2003

3 Since this question is related to housing demand, it was assumed that industries in which a disproportionate amount of
net out-commuting occurs are comprised of employees that demand housing in Loudoun County. Therefore, those
industries were not analyzed.
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earnings per worker that were less than 135 percent of the all U.S. county
average were eliminated. This filter ensured that the set of peer counties would
have relatively high incomes and reduced the number of peer counties to 72.

Finally, the counties that were not eliminated by the population and earnings per
worker filters were analyzed to determine which were suburban (i.e. those that
were relatively close to, but did not include, urban centers of metropolitan areas).
A total of 31 counties met that criterion and were included in the set of peer
counties. The peer counties, along with their population, earnings per worker,
and nearby metropolitan areas are displayed in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1. Peer Counties

: Nearby Metro | Population | Earnings Per
. Peer County Area ' (2003) Worker (2003)
Shelby County, AL Birmingham, AL 159,641 $39,359
Placer County, CA Sacramento, CA 293,630 $41,174
| Yolo County, CA Sacramento, CA 181,898 $41,532
Boulder County, CO Denver, CO 277,467 $46,298
Middlesex County, CT Hartford, CT 161,637 $46,634
Clayton County, GA Atlanta, GA 259,741 $43,807
Hamilton County, IN Indianapolis, IN 220,864 $39,192
Wyandotte County, KS Kansas City, MO 157,002 $44,295
Kenton County, KY Cincinnati, OH 152,424 $39,414
Frederick County, MD Washington, DC 213,623 $38,701
Howard County, MD Baltimore, MD 263,948 $49,494
Livingston County, Mi Detroit, MI 173,102 $38,992
Monroe County, Mi Detroit, MI 150,894 $42,300
Ottawa County, Ml Grand Rapids, Mi 249,547 $40,844
Washtenaw County, M| Detroit, Mi 335,805 $50,826
Dakota County, MN Minneapolis-St. Paul 373,521 . $40,171
Somerset County, NJ New York, NY 312,330 $71,459
Rockland County, NY New York, NY 292,969 $47 441
Greene County, OH Dayton, OH 150,838 $39,232
Cumberland County, PA Harrisburg, PA 219,622 $40,594
Kent County, RI Providence, RI 171,542 $38,804
Rutherford County, TN Nashville, TN 202,225 $42,012
Jefferson County, TX Houston, TX 248,742 $42,470
Williamson County, TX Austin, TX 304,024 $40,659
Henrico County, VA Richmond, VA 271,608 $45,332
Kitsap County, WA Seattle, WA 239,752 $40,712
Brown County, WI Appleton, WI 234,269 $39,865
Outagamie County, WI Green Bay, WI 167,672 $38,868
Racine County, WI Milwaukee, Wi 192,560 $42,624
Rock County, Wi Madison, WI 154,951 $39,388
Waukesha County, WI Milwaukee, W1 374,186 $44,504
Average na 231,033 $43,129
Loudoun County, Virginia Washington D.C. 221,150 $50,459

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis and AECOM Consult, Inc.
Step 2. Estimating Net In-Commuting and Out-Commuting by Industry

Net commuting patterns can be estimated by comparing each industry's
employment by place of residence (i.e. the number of employees as measured
by where they live) with employment by place of work (i.e. number of employees
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as measured by where they work).* Where employment by place of work in a
particular industry exceeds employment by place of residence in that industry,
then net in-commuting is occurring. It is believed that these in-commuting
employees are likely candidates to demand housing in Loudoun County if
appropriate housing were available.

Comparing employment by place of work and employment by piace of residence
at the industry level will demonstrate that for some of Loudoun County’s
industries, many employees commuted into Loudoun County and for other
industries, many employees commuted out of Loudoun County. The estimated
net commuting activity for each industry in Loudoun County in 2003 is displayed
in Figure 1-1.

Figure 1-1.°

Estimated Net Commuting by Industry in
Loudoun County
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A review of Figure 1-1 demonstrates that on a net basis, in-commuting occurred
in Loudoun County in nine industries. Unsurprisingly, the industries with the
most in-commuting were construction and transportation & warehousing, where
over 8,000 and 6,000 more employees commuted into Loudoun County than did
commute out, respectively. The high level of in-commuting in these industries
was likely driven by Loudoun County’s rapid residential and commercial
development and Loudoun County’s proximity to Dulles International Airport.

* Loudoun County's employment by place of residence and employment by place of work were compared using
employment data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis and the 2000 Census. Because of the significant changes that
have occurred in Loudoun County since 2000 and because the iatest year for which data was available for all peer
counties was 2003, 2003 was selected as the year of comparison for this analysis. A description of the data and the
adjustments applied to the data is contained in Appendix A.

® Agricultural services and mining were omitted from this analysis because in many cases, data for those industries was
suppressed. These industries comprised less than 1.1% of total employment in the U.S. in 2003.

8 A description of each industry is provided in Appendix B.
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Other industries in which substantial net in-commuting occurred included retail
trade, local government, professional & business services, leisure & hospitality,
other services’, financial activities, and wholesale trade.

As can also be seen in Figure 1-1, net out-commuting occurred in several
industries in Loudoun County in 2003. That pattern was most strongly observed
in federal government employment and educational & health services®. Net out-
commuting in those industries was likely driven by high levels of employment in
each of those industries in neighboring jurisdictions. For example, approximately
6,300 more federal government employees commuted out of Loudoun County
than commuted into Loudoun County in 2003. That finding is not surprising given
Loudoun County’s proximity to Washington D.C.

These commuting patterns can be compared with similar patterns in peer
counties to determine if discrepancies exist between Loudoun County and its set
of peers. However, given differences between the size of Loudoun County's
employment base and that observed in peer counties, comparing commuting
patterns in Loudoun County and commuting patterns in peer counties first
required that those figure be converted to a percentage basis. The share of
employees in-commuting into Loudoun County by industry is displayed in Figure
1-2.

7 Other services includes services that are not elsewhere classified such as equipment and machinery repairing,
employment associated with religious activities, dry-cleaning or laundry services, personal care services, death care
services, pet care services, photofinishing services, temporary parking services, and dating services.
® Educational and health services is primarily comprised of health services. A small portion of that employment is related
to education and includes private employment only. Public education is contained within local government.
s f




Figure 1-2.

Net Commuters as a Percent of Employment in
Each Industry in Loudoun County
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Source: AECOM Consult, Inc.

In 2003, about 60% of all Loudoun County’s construction employees in-
commuted into Loudoun on a net basis. Similarly, about half of Loudoun
County’s transportation & warehousing employees commuted in from other
jurisdictions. About 40% of Loudoun County’s local government, other services,
and retail trade employment also in-commuted into Loudoun County, on a net
basis. To a smaller extent, in-commuting also occurred in several other
industries.

The percent of employees that in-commuted in each industry was also calculated
for the set of peer counties. That information is compared to the share of
employees in-commuting in Loudoun County in the next step.

Step 3. Comparing the Share of In-Commuting Employees in Loudoun
County with Peer Counties

Using the same methodology, the share of employees that in-commuted in each
industry in the peer counties was calculated. Those figures are compared to
similar observations in Loudoun County in Figure 1-3.
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Figure 1-3.

Comparison of Net Commuting Patterns in
Loudoun County and Peer Counties
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Based on the comparison between Loudoun County and peer counties, it
appears that there are four industries in which the share of employees in-
commuting in Loudoun County exceeds that observed in peer counties. Those
industries include construction, transportation & warehousing, local government,
and retail trade. While in-commuting also occurred in Loudoun County in other
services, leisure & hospitality, and several other industries, the share of
employees that in-commuted did not exceed that which was observed in the set
of peer counties.

On a net basis, approximately 60% of Loudoun County’s construction employees
in Loudoun County in-commuted in 2003 versus about 40% for peer counties.
For transportation & warehousing, about half of employees in-commuted in
Loudoun County, versus about 15% in peer counties. For local government,
approximately 45% of employees in-commuted in Loudoun County in 2003. The
comparable figure for peer counties was 6%. This is a key finding as this
industry is comprised of teachers, public safety officials, planners, and other
employees that local governments would typically like to have living in and taking
a stake in their communities. Finally, in retail trade, about a third of Loudoun
County's employees in-commuted, slightly higher than the share of in-commuters
in peer counties.
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Step 4. Estimating the Number of Housing Units Required for Loudoun
County's In-Commuting Pattern to Equal Peers

In Step 3, it was found that there were four industries in which the percent of
employees in-commuting on a net basis in Loudoun County was higher than that
found in peer counties. In order for Loudoun County’'s in-commuting pattern to
be equivalent to that of its peers in those industries, a number of employees
would have to relocate to Loudoun County. The extent to which this relocation
would have to occur can be estimated by subtracting the share of employees in-
commuting in each of those four industry in the set of peer counties from that
observed in Loudoun County and multiplying that difference by the total
employment in each of those industries in Loudoun County. These calculations
have been made and are displayed in Table 1-2.

Table 1-2. Employees Required to be Housed in Loudoun County for

Loudoun County's In-Commuting Pattern to Equal Peers

| PercentofNetIn- | pifference Employees Required to

€ommuting | Between | Employment/| be Housed in Loudoun
| Employees | Loudoun | inLoudoun | forLoudoun'sin-

| Loudoun | Peer County | Countyin | Cemmuting Patternito

Industry County || Counties | and'Peers | 2003 ' ~_Equal Peers

Construction 62.1% 40.8% 21.3% 13,331 2,837
Transportation & Warehousing 53.1% 14.6% 38.5% _ 12,845 4,950
Local Government 45.3% 6.3% 39.0% 10,814 4,221
Retail Trade 35.2% 31.3% 3.9% 14,679 570
Total na na na na 12,578

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis and AECOM Consult, Inc.

In Steps 1 through 3, it was determined that there were four industries in which
the level of net in-commuting that was occurring in Loudoun County in 2003 was
higher than that observed in peer counties. In order for Loudoun County’s net in-
commuting in those industries to be similar to that found in peer counties,
approximately 12,578 employees would have had to relocate to Loudoun County.
Assuming that each of those employees required housing, the maximum number
of housing units required to house them would have been 12,578 in 2003.° To
put that figure in perspective, there were approximately 79,000 housing units in
Loudoun County in 2003.

Determining Demand for Future In-Commuters

In this analysis, it is assumed that the share of in-commuting employees in the
four industries in which a disproportionate portion of employees in-commute into
Loudoun County would remain constant in both Loudoun County and the set of
peer counties. Given that assumption, the number of employees requiring
housing in Loudoun County in order for Loudoun County to have similar net in-

® In reality, some of those employees would likely either cohabitate or live with a person otherwise employed in Loudoun
County. However, the share of employees for which this would be true was difficuit to estimate therefore, it was assumed
that each in-commuting employee would require housing.
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commuting patterns as that observed in peer counties for those industries can be
estimated by multiplying the difference in the share of employees that in-
commute in Loudoun County and the peer counties in those four industries times
the projected employment in Loudoun County in each of those industries.'
Those figures are displayed in Table 1-3.

It is important to reiterate that this analysis assumes that in-commuting patterns
as estimated in Steps 1 through 4 would remain constant. Changes'in those in-
commuting patterns that could result from changes in housing prices, industry
wages, or many other factors could have a significant impact on these resuits.

Table 1-3. Maximum and Yearly Additional housing Units Required to
House Selected In-Commuters

| Employees Required to be\Housed in Loudoun for |  Maximum Yearly Additional |
Loudoun's In-€ommuting Pattern to Equal Peers | Additional Housing | Housing Units
Transport || { Units Requiredfor | Required for
g Construc- | -ationand | Local | Retall Loudoun Countyto | Loudoun County
| Year | tion | Utllities Govt. || Trade | Total | Equal'Peers* to Equal Peers |
2003 2,837 570 4,950 4,221 12,578 12,578 na
2004 3,290 569 5,271 4,334 13,465 13,465 886
2005 3,680 568 5,694 4,673 14,615 14,615 1,150
2006 3,949 568 6,031 5,015 15,563 15,563 947
2007 3,961 567 6,366 5,329 16,223 16,223 660
2008 4,191 566 6,650 5,615 17,022 17,022 799
2009 4,306 566 6,965 5,907 17,743 17,743 721
2010 4,446 565 7,283 6,181 18,475 18,475 732
2011 4,640 565 7,589 6,445 19,239 19,239 764
2012 4,836 564 7,883 6,702 19,986 19,986 747
2013 5,027 564 8,173 6,957 20,722 20,722 736
2014 5,179 563 8,466 7,207 21,415 21,415 694
2015 5,313 563 8,764 7,450 22,090 22,090 675
2016 5,421 563 9,076 7,690 22,750 22,750 660
2017 5,490 562 9,386 7,934 23,372 23,372 622
2018 5,484 562 9,701 8,180 23,928 23,928 555
2019 5,443 562 10,012 8,425 24,443 24,443 515
2020 5,363 561 10,325 8,672 24,922 24,922 479
2021 5,256 561 10,640 8,925 25,381 25,381 460
2022 5,152 561 10,951 9,179 25,843 25,843 461
2023 5,048 561 11,257 9,427 26,292 26,292 449
2024 4,939 560 11,563 9,671 26,734 26,734 442
2025 4,889 560 11,868 9,914 27,232 27,232 498
2026 4,950 560 12,162 10,143 27,814 27,814 583
2027 5,004 560 12,458 10,363 28,385 28,385 570
2028 4,945 ’ 560 12,755 10,586 28,845 28,845 461
2029 4914 559 13,063 10,803 29,340 29,340 494
2030 4,889 559 13,371 11,016 29,836 29,836 496

Note: * These figures assume that each in-commuting employee that would relocate to Loudoun County would demand
their own housing unit. In reality, some unknown share of those employees would either cohabitate or live with an
employee that works in Loudoun County.

Source: AECOM Consutt, Inc.

Based on these analyses and assuming that commuting patterns as described in
Step 2 remain constant, the maximum number of housing units that would be

° Employment projections were based on data obtained from Economy.com.

9 PVBL(



required to house selected in-commuters would be 29,836 by 2030. To put that
figure in perspective, the current socioeconomic forecast projects that there will
be about 175,000 housing units in Loudoun County in that year."" The maximum
addition of 29,836 housing units represents an increase of about 17% in housing
units above the Loudoun County socioeconomic forecast.

" Loudoun County routinely publishes a socioeconomic forecast that is used for planning and budgeting, and is also used
as Loudoun County's input into the regional cooperative forecasting process. That forecast is based on existing,
permitted, and approved development, 2000 Census data, and assumptions related to demand for future residential and
non-residential development. Those assumptions are developed by the Fiscal Impact Committee and are revised every
two years. That committee consists of local officials, developers, members of the financial industry, and other private
sector representatives. The latest forecast was updated in 2004.
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Question #2: What is the Right Mix of Housing Units in Loudoun County?

Loudoun County’s Department of Economic Development currently maintains a
socioeconomic forecast for the period between 2000 and 2030 that
disaggregates housing units by unit type (i.e., single family detached, single
family attached such as townhouses, and multifamily such as condos) for each
planning subarea in Loudoun County. Those forecasts are based on existing,
permitted, and approved residential development along with assumptions related
to future housing market demand and residential permitting activity. Those
assumptions are developed by the Fiscal Impact Committee and are revised
every two years. That committee consists of local officials, developers, members
of the financial industry, and other private sector representatives. The latest
forecast was updated in 2004. '

For this analysis, the existing mix of housing units in Loudoun County from that
forecast will be used as a base. Then, the housing units by type that would be
required to house the workers that currently in-commute but may demand
housing in Loudoun County, as determined in Question 1, will be estimated and
used to augment the current forecast. This section will begin by outlining the
housing unit mix contained in the current socioeconomic forecast, and then the
methodology used to conduct this analysis will be described.

The Housing Unit Mix in Loudoun County

In 2003, there were about 79,000 housing units in Loudoun County, the largest
share of which was single family detached units. In fact, in that year, Loudoun
County’s housing stock was comprised of 54% single family detached units, 26%
single family attached units, and about 20% multifamily units. By 2030, the
distribution of housing units by type is projected to be relatively unchanged with
single family detached units comprising 53.5%, single family attached units
comprising 27.1%, and multifamily units comprising 19.5% of the total housing
stock. Loudoun County’s housing stock, based on Loudoun County's latest
socioeconomic forecast is shown in Figure 2-1. The projected growth in total
housing units in Loudoun County is evident in that figure.
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Figure 2-1.

Historic and Projected Housing Units in Loudoun
County by Unit Type

O Multi-Family
8 Single-Family Attached
@ Single Family Detached

Housing Units

Source: Loudoun County Department of Economic Development.
Housing Units Required to House In-Commuting Workers

In Question 1, it was estimated that in 2003, an additional 12,578 housing units
would be required to house in-commuting workers in several industries in which a
disproportionately large amount of in-commuting occurred. That figure was
projected to increase to 29,836 housing units by 2030. Determining the type of
housing units that those workers could afford and might therefore demand
required two steps.

« First, housing unit prices for each type of unit were projected to 2030
o Second, the distribution of units that in-commuters could afford and
therefore may demand was estimated
These steps are described in more detail below.

Housing Unit Prices

A forecast of housing sales prices for all units, regardless of type, was obtained
from Economy.com for each of the years between 2003 and 2030.'> However, in

"2 Because data from that source included values that were lower than those historically observed in the 2003 to 2005
period, that series was adjusted based on observed historical prices. Historical sales prices were obtained from Loudoun
County’s’ Department of Financial Services.
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order to conduct this analysis, it was necessary to estimate sales prices by unit
type.

Housing sales prices by unit type were estimated by muitiplying the total
projected housing sales price for all units by a ratio for each of the unit types.
For example, historical sales prices for single family detached units were, on
average, approximately 130% higher than the all unit average in Loudoun County
during the 1999 to 2005 period. Similarly, historic sales prices for single family
detached and muitifamily units in Loudoun County were, on average, 77.4% and
51.8% of the all unit average, respectively. These ratios, which were relatively
stable during the 1999 to 2005 period, were multiplied by the projected sales
price for all units in Loudoun County from 2006 to 2030 to produce a forecast of
sales prices by unit type. Those values have been calculated and are displayed
in Figure 2-2.

Figure 2-2.

Housing Sales Prices in Loudoun County
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Source: Economy.com and AECOM Consult.

The rapid increase in housing prices from 2003 through 2006 is evident in that
figure. Also, based on the Economy.com forecast, housing sales prices growth is
projected to slow in the near future and is projected to decline for several years
before returning to a steady upward trend.
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Determining the Distribution of Units that In-Commuters May Demand

In Question 1, it was determined that approximately 3,000 in-commuting
construction workers, about 600 in-commuting retail workers, about 5,000 in-
commuting transportation workers and about 4,000 in-commuting local
government employees might have demanded housing in Loudoun County in
2003. Given information about occupations and wages in those industries and
estimates of housing costs by unit type, it is possible to estimate the type of
housing that those employees would demand. However, that analysis required
several assumptions:

o First, it was assumed that each industry had the same occupational mix in
Loudoun County as that observed in the U.S. For example, it is assumed that
the construction industry is made up of 5.1% management occupations, 9.5%
office and administration occupations, 66.8% construction and extraction
occupations, and so forth. In addition, it is assumed that these shares of
employment by occupation will remain constant over the 2003 to 2030 period.

« Second, it was assumed that the ratio between wages for each occupation
and that occupation’s overall industry is the same in Loudoun County as that
observed in the U.S. For example, it is assumed that management
occupations within retail earn about 300% of the retail industry average
earnings while sales and related occupations earn about 89% of the retail
industry average earnings. Again, it is assumed that the relationship between
wages for each occupation and the overall industry wage will remain constant
over the 2003 to 2030 period.

o Third, it was assumed that each household would have more than one
employee per household. The number of employees per household used in
this analysis was based on data obtained from Woods & Poole. That figure
varied between 1.55 and 1.61 during the 2005 to 2030 period. It is also
assumed that each of those employees has identical annual wages.

« Finally, it was assumed that each household would demand housing given
the following assumptions:

» Housing would cost no more than 30% of total income

» Housing costs would be calculated based on a 7% interest rate and a
10% down payment

» Any household not qualifying for single family detached or single family
attached housing would demand multifamily housing

Each of the four industries analyzed in this section (construction, retail,
transportation & warehousing, and local government) were disaggregated into
occupations based on the U.S. occupational mix. In some cases, those
occupations had earnings significantly higher than the average industry earnings
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while others did not. It is therefore important to first disaggregate each industry
by occupation before determining what type of housing in-commuters might
demand.

Disaggregating employment by occupation can be accomplished using national
industry-specific occupational employment and wage estimates published by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics. An example of that data is provided for transportation
& warehousing in Table 2-2.13

Table 2-2. Industry-Specific Occupational Employment and Earnings
_Estimates for Transportation & Warehousing in the U.S.

I Occupation'asa | Earnings/Relativeto
Z _ Qccupation | Percentofindustry | Industry Average
All Occupations 100% 100%
Management Occupations 3% 200%
Business and Financial Operations Occupations 2% 139%
Computer and Mathematical Occupations 1% 155%
Architecture and Engineering Occupations 0% 154%
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations 0% 148%
Community and Social Services Occupations 0% 75%
| Legal Occupations 0% 243%
Education, Training, and Library Occupations 0% 116%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations 0% 115%
Healthcare Practitioner and Technical Occupations 0% 116%
Healthcare Support Occupations 0% 60%
Protective Service Occupations 0% 84%
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 0% 59%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. Occupations 1% 81%
Personal Care and Service Occupations 3% 110%
Sales and Related Occupations 2% 119%
Office and Administrative Support Occupations 30% 93%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations 0% 69%
Construction and Extraction Occupations 1% 108%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 6% 108%
Production Occupations 1% 91%
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 50% 93%

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2004.

As can be seen in Table 2-2, in some cases certain occupations earn
significantly more than the industry average while others earn significantly less.
In addition, the relative size of each occupation differs considerable. For
example, management occupations within transportation & warehousing earn
200% of the all industry average wage, but comprise 3% of the total industry.
Conversely, office and administrative support occupations comprise 30% of that
industry but earn only 93% of the all industry wage.

Having obtained an estimate of the distribution of occupations and an estimate of
the relative wages for each occupation, the type of housing unit demanded by
each occupation in each of the four industries can be estimated. An example of
that analysis is presented in Table 2-3.

*® These data can be obtained for each industry by accessing http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oessrci.htm.
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Table 2-3. An Example of the Calculations Used to Determine the type of

Housing an In-Commuter May Demand"

Row Measure Value Source
Estimated number of transportation & warehousing workers demanding

1 housing in Loudoun County in 2003 4,950 Question #1
2 Share of workers in Management 3.2% BLS
3 Estimated number of workers 156 Row 1 * Row 2
4 Wages as a percent of industry average 200% BLS
5 Estimated all industry average wage $44,636 Economy.com
6 Estimated wage for Management $89,351 Row 4 * Row 5
7 Employees per household* 1.63 | Woods & Poole
8 Estimated household wages $145,712 Row6*Row?7
9 Wages needed to qualify for SFD $98,631 AECOM
10 Wages needed to qualify for SFA $58,768 AECOM
11 Wages needed to qualify for MF $39,298 AECOM
12 Type of housing which these employees were assumed to demand SFD AECOM
13 Share of workers in Protective Services 0.3% BLS
14 Estimated number of Workers 16 | Row 1* Row 13
15 Wages as a percent of Industry Average 84% BLS
16 Estimated All Industry Average Wage $44,636 Economy.com
17 Estimated wage for Protective Services $37,327 | Row 15 * Row 16
18 Employees per household* 1.63 | Woods & Poole
19 Estimated household wages $60,873 | Row 17 * Row 18
20 Wages needed to qualify for SFD $98,631 AECOM
21 Wages needed to qualify for SFA $58,768 AECOM
22 Wages needed to qualify for MF $39,298 AECOM
23 Type of housing which these employees were assumed to demand SFA AECOM

Notes: *In determining the estimated household wage, it was assumed that each household had 1.63 workers, per
Woods & Poole data. SFD = single family detached; SFA = single family attached; MF = multifamily

Source: AECOM Consult, BLS, Economy.com, and Woods & Poole.

Similar calculations were conducted for each occupation in each of the four
industries analyzed in this section. Those calculations were conducted for all
years from 2003 to 2030 based on corresponding earnings, employees per
household, and housing cost data. Those results were compiled and are

displayed in Table 2-4.

' Estimated all industry average wages for each industry were obtained from Economy.com and are described in more
detail in Question 4. Data describing employees per households were obtained from Woods & Poole for Loudoun County

for the period between 2000 and 2030.
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Table 2-4. Housing Units Required to House Selected
In-Commuters*, By Unit Type

Single Single |
- Family Family | Multi
Year | Total Detached Attached | Family
2003 12,578 1,303 8,406 2,869
2004 886 32 459 395
2005 1,151 15 85 1,051
2006 948 0 62 886
2007 660 8 38 614
2008 799 10 50 739
2009 722 9 55 658
2010 731 9 67 655
2011 764 9 256 499
2012 746 9 268 469
2013 736 9 277 450
2014 694 13 271 410
2015 675 14 262 399
2016 660 29 240 391
2017 622 27 240 355
2018 555 24 219 312
2019 515 24 199 292
2020 479 25 190 264
2021 461 26 188 247
2022 461 26 191 244
2023 450 82 127 240
2024 440 90 148 202
2025 498 102 166 230
2026 584 129 185 270
2027 570 125 181 264
2028 461 102 151 208
2029 493 121 170 202
2030 496 165 126 204
Total 29,835 2,539 13,277 | 14,020

Note: * As determined in Question 1.
Source: AECOM Consult, BLS, Economy.com, and Woods & Poole.

The results of this analysis suggest that housing the selected in-commuting
employees in 2003 would primarily have required single family attached units
with a smaller share of multifamily units and single family detached units.
However, the number of multifamily units required to house in-commuters is
projected to increase at a faster rate than other units during the forecast period.
In fact, by 2030, the distribution of units required to house selected in-commuting
employees is projected to be 8% single family detached, with the remaining units
fairly evenly divided between multifamily and single family attached units. The
units required to house selected in-commuting employees have been added to
the existing housing unit forecast, which is displayed in Figure 2-3.
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Figure 2-3.

Housing Units in Loudoun County: Current Forecast and Those
Required to House Selected In-Commuters*
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Note: * As determined in Question 1.
Source: Loudoun County’s Budget Office and AECOM Consult, Inc.

Disaggregating Housing Units by Planning Subarea

It was estimated that by 2030 an additional 2,539 single family detached units,
13,277 single family attached units, and 14,020 multifamily units would be
required to house selected in-commuters in Loudoun County. Those units can

be disaggregated into planning subareas based on current observations
approved but unbuilt residential development in Loudoun County.

of

Based on 2005 data, the majority of approved but unbuilt housing units, of any
type, are located in either Ashburn or Dulles. Approved but unbuilt units by unit
type and planning subarea in Loudoun County as of 2005 are displayed in Figure

2-4.
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Figure 2-4.

Approved but Unbuilt Housing Units by Type and By Planning Subarea
in Loudoun County
2005
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Note: Figures only include units within residential development projects of 20 or more units.
Source: Loudoun County Department of Economic Development’s 2005 Annual Growth Summary.

Based on the observed availability of approved but unbuilt units in Loudoun
County, the distribution of units by planning subarea that would be required to
house selected in-commuters can be determined. That distribution is estimated
by multiplying the share of approved but unbuilt units in each planning subarea
by the number of units required for in-commuters through 2030. The results of
those calculations are displayed in Table 2-5.

_____ Table 2-5.

| 1ed | Single Family Attached | Multifamily | Total by
030 | by2030 | by2030 | 2030
Ashbumn 622 5,862 11,300 17,784
Dulles 1,083 5,848 1,894 8,825
Leesburg 228 713 352 1,293
Northwest 65 0 0 65
Potomac 92 93 241 426
Rt. 15 North 120 42 0 162
Rt. 15 South 76 0 0 76
Rt. 7 West 228 630 0 858
Southwest 18 0 0 18
Sterting 8 87 233 328
Total 2,539 13,277 14,020 29,835

Source: Loudoun County Department of Economic Development’s 2005 Annual Growth Summary and
AECOM Consult.

If the housing units required to house selected in-commuters were distributed
based on currently approved but unbuilt residential development, than by 2030
an overwhelming majority of those units would be located in the Ashburn and
Dulles subareas.

L]
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Question #3: What Should Loudoun @mty’é Annual Supply Goal for
Affordable Housing Be?

In order to determine a supply goal of affordable housing, the number of housing
units that would be demanded and would be supplied for various ranges of
household income must first be estimated. By making those estimates, it is
possible to determine if housing unit shortages exist or are projected to exist in
Loudoun County for households in selected income ranges. If shortages do exist
for households in some ranges, then goals to provide housing to households in
those income ranges could then be established.

This section will begin by demonstrating the methodology used to estimate the
number of housing units that would be supplied for and demanded by household
in various income ranges in Loudoun County. That demonstration will be
conducted for the year 2005 and will enable a reader to understand the
methodology and assumptions that were used in making these calculations. For
this study, however, that analysis was conducted for each of the years between
2005 and 2030. This section will conclude by discussing potential annual
affordable housing supply goals.

Methodology Used to Estimate Housing Unit Supply and Demand

The analysis used to estimate housing unit supply and demand for households in
various income ranges was conducted using a series of five steps, which are
outlined here and described in further detail below:

» Step 1. Estimate the distribution of households in Loudoun County by
income range.

» Step 2: Estimate the housing expenditure that a household in each income
range could expend without being overly burdened.

o Step 3: Determine the share of households that would demand rental
versus owner occupied housing in each income range.

» Step 4: Determine the supply of housing units for both rental and owner
occupied housing that would be affordable to each income range.

» Step 5. Compare the supply and demand of housing units by income
range to determine where shortages and surpluses exist.

Step 1. Estimate the Distribution of Households by Income Range

Estimating the distribution of households by income in Loudoun County required
that ranges of income be identified. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) provides annual median family income figures from which
analyses of housing cost burden are generally calculated. Typically, that
analysis is conducted based on increments of a regional annual median family
income such as 10%, 20%, and so forth. In March 2006, HUD estimated the
annual median family income for the Washington D.C region to be $90,300.

AFCOM CONSULT 20 HL}S




In estimating the distribution of households by income range in Loudoun County,
two adjustments to that figure were required. First, because forecasted data
describing the distribution of income in Loudoun County through 2030 are only
available by households (as opposed to families), that figure was converted into
a household figure. That conversion was conducted by reducing median family
income for the region by approximately 12%, the average difference between
median household income and median family income among all jurisdictions in
the Washington D.C region in 2000. Second, that figure was deflated to 2000
dollars to correspond with available household income data used in this analysis.
After those adjustments, the annual median household income (AMI) was
assumed to be $67,952.

Data describing the number of households by income ranges were obtained from
Woods & Poole, a well known and frequently used private sector source of local
socioeconomic data. Those data were adjusted in several ways:

o First, those data were adjusted to agree with the Loudoun County
socioeconomic forecast. For example, the projected number of total
households in Loudoun County in the Woods & Poole forecast was
164,810 in 2030 versus 163,428 in Loudoun County’s socioeconomic
forecast. That adjustment, although minor, was considered important
so that later comparisons with Loudoun County’s housing stock as
obtained from Loudoun County's socioeconomic forecast were
appropriate.

« Second, those data were adjusted to conform to income ranges used
by Loudoun County’'s Department of Family Services. Woods & Poole
data are published in income ranges such as $0 to $10,000, $10,000
to $19,999 and so forth. Conversely, Loudoun County’s Department of
Family Services uses ranges that are relative to regional income such
as 10%, 20% and so forth. Making that adjustment required
comparing how much of each of the ranges ‘overlapped’, and then
reallocating households based on that comparison.’®

o Finally, the number of household in each income range was
augmented with the additional housing units required to house
selected in-commuters, as determined in Question #1. Those
households were distributed into income categories based on an
estimated level of housing costs that each household could afford.
The methodology used to determine the housing costs that each
household could afford is discussed in the section entitled Question #2.

*® That adjustment requires the assumption that households are evenly distributed within each range, which is not likely to
be true. However, that assumption does not significantly alter the overall distribution of households by income and
therefore is not likely to affect the conclusions of this analysis.
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Having made these adjustments, a distribution of households by income range in
2000 dollars for Loudoun County that conformed to income ranges used by the
Department of Family Services was produced. That distribution is displayed in
Figure 3-1.

Figure 3-1.

Estimated Distribution of Households by
Income in Loudoun County
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Note: Figures are in 2000 Dollars.
Source: Woods & Poole and AECOM Consult, Inc.

Step 2: Estimating Housing Expenditures

Having determined how many households were in each income range, the next
step required estimating what a household in each income range could spend on
housing without being overly burdened.® The monthly housing cost that a
household in each of the ranges displayed in the figure above could allocate to
housing without being overly burdened was conducted by first taking the midpoint
from each income range, then multiplying that figure by 30%, then dividing that
figure by 12 (months). Table 3-1 shows the estimated ‘affordable’ monthly
housing costs for a household in each range.

'® The Census Bureau has reported that a household with housing costs that exceeds 30% of total income is burdened. In
addition, the National Association of Realtors reports that the average ratio of income to housing cost is 28%.
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Table 3-1. Determining Affordable Monthly Housing Costs

Annual'Household j _
ot ] . Income . Affordable Monthly
. Household | (Assumed to be at Midpolnt | Housing Costs
% AMI | Income Range of Range) (30%;of Annual Income/12)

10% $0 to $6,795 $3,398 $85

20% $6,795 to $13,590 $10,193 $255

30% $13,590 to $20,386 $16,988 $425

40% $20,386 to $27,181 $23,783 $595

50% $27,181 to $33,976 $30,578 $764

60% $33,976 to $40,771 $37,374 $934

70% $40,771 to $47,566 $44,169 $1,104

80% $47,566 to $54,362 $50,964 ) $1,274

90% $54,362 to $61,157 $57,759 $1,444

100% $61,157 to $67,952 $64,554 $1,614

110% $67,952 to $74,747 $71,350 $1,784

120% $74,747 to $81,543 $78,145 $1,954

125% $81,543 to $84,940 $83,241 $2,081

Source: AECOM Consult, Inc.

For households at 40% of AMI, it was assumed that their income was $23,783,
the midpoint in that range. Also assuming that a household in that range could
allocate 30% of its income to housing, it was estimated that the level of
expenditures that could be allocated to housing for that household without being
overly burdened would be $595 per month. Similarly, a housing unit in the
highest income range listed on Table 3-1 could allocate $2,081 to monthly
housing expenditures without exceeding the 30% threshold.

Step 3: Determining the Demand for Housing

The next step required that the share of households in each income range that
would demand rental units and the share of households in each income range
that would demand owner occupied housing needed to be established. That
disaggregation was accomplished by reviewing the share of householders that
were in rental and owner occupied housing units by income range in the U.S. in
2000." That information is displayed in Table 3-2.

" The Census Bureau provides data comparing the share of owners and renters by income range; however, those ranges
are in $5,000, $10,000, and $25,000 increments. In order to use that data in this analysis, that information was adjusted to
agree with the ranges of incomes used in Table 3-1.
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Table 3.2. Shares of Renter and Owner Occupied
Housing Units in the U.S. in 2000

_ | Shareof Households | Share of Households
%AMI_ | thatRentintheU.S. | thatOwn inthe U.S.

10% 63.0% 37.0%
20% 55.6% 44.4%
30% 49.2% 50.8%
40% 44 2% 55.8%
50% 41.2% 58.8%
60% 34.6% 65.4%
70% 33.2% 66.8%
80% 27.7% 72.3%
90% 25.6% 74.4%
100% 23.4% 76.6%
110% 20.0% 80.0%
120% 16.7% 83.3%
125% 16.2% 83.8%
Above 125% 13.2% 86.8%

Source: 2000 Census and AECOM Consult, Inc.

As would be expected, a significantly larger share of households rented housing
in lower income ranges than did households in higher income ranges. In fact, in
the lowest income range, approximately 63% of households were in renter
occupied housing versus 13.2% in the highest range. This disaggregation of
households into renter and owner occupied housing was assumed to apply to

Loudoun County and was assumed to remain constant from 2005 to 2030.

Having estimated the number of households by income range and the share of
households that are likely to demand rental housing versus owner occupied
housing at each of those ranges, the number of rental units and owner occupied
units that would be demanded by households in each income range in 2005 can
be estimated. Those figures are displayed in Table 3-3.

Table 3.3. Estimated Demand for Rental and Owner Occupied

Housing by Income Range in Loudoun County

"~ Rental Housing | Owner Occupied

% AMI Demand Housing Demand.
10% 822 482
20% 879 701
30% 937 967
40% 1,426 1,803
50% 1,672 2,389
60% 1,644 3,112
70% 1,816 3,652
80% 2,837 7,390
90% 2,194 6,383
100% 1,544 5,050
110% 1,406 5,611
120% 759 3,794
125% 388 2,014
Above 125% 5,094 33,457
Total 23,419 76,806

Source: AECOM Consi/lt, Inc.
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In the lowest income group, an estimated 822 households demanded rental units
and 482 demanded owner occupied housing units in Loudoun County in 2005.
As would be expected, the figures tend to lean towards owner occupied housing
units in higher income ranges. In fact, in the highest income range, it was
estimated that approximately 33,000 households demanded owner occupied
housing while only 5,100 households demanded rental units in Loudoun County
in 2005.

Step 4: Determining the Supply of Housing

Estimating the supply of housing units available to each income range in
Loudoun County in 2005 required several steps. First, Loudoun County’'s
housing stock needed to be disaggregated into rental and owner occupied units.
Those figures were obtained from Loudoun County’s socioeconomic forecast.
Based on that forecast, there were 90,640 housing units in Loudoun County, of
which 18,705 were rental units and 71,935 were owner occupied units in 2005.

However, in order to compare those figures to demand by income range, the
number of housing units that would be affordable to households in each income
range needed to be estimated. Those estimates were calculated separately for
rental units and owner occupied units.

Rental Units

The number of rental units available to each income range was estimated using
several steps. First, the total number of rental units and each unit's rent as
published in the Loudoun County Department of Family Services’ Loudoun
County Apartment Guide was compiled.’® Then, the distribution of units that
were affordable for a household in each income range was determined. That
distribution was then multiplied by the total number of rental units in Loudoun
County based on the socioeconomic forecast. These calculations along with the
number of rental units available to households in each income range are
contained in Table 3-4.

'® Rents were deflated to 2000 to be comparable to household by income range data.
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Table 3-4. Estimated Number of Rental Units in Loudoun County

. Affordable Renhl Units Affordable to Households ' Estimated Total
Monthly in Eachilncome Range in the Loudoun | Number of Rental
Rent _!_ __County. Apartment Guide" _| Units iniLoudoun
%AMI__| (from Table 31) | Numberof Units | __ Distribution | County**

10% $85 0 0.0% 0
20% $255 0] 0.0% 0
30% $425 0 0.0% 0
40% $595 62 0.7% 128
50% $764 82 0.9% 170
60% $934 550 6.1% 1,139
70% $1,104 2,114 23.4% 4,377
80% $1,274 2,352 26.0% 4,870
90% $1,444 1,561 17.3% 3,232
100% $1,614 1,140 12.6% 2,360
110% $1,784 406 4.5% 841
120% $1,954 739 8.2% 1,530
125% $2,081 0 0.0% 0
Above 125% na 28 0.3% 58
Total na 9,034 100.0% 18,705

Notes: * Figures based on rental unit and inflation adjusted rental cost data obtained in the Loudoun County Department
of Family Services’ Loudoun County Apartment Guide. ** Figures were calculated by multiplying the distribution of units by
income range times 18,705, the number of rental units in Loudoun County in 2005 based on Loudoun County’s
socioeconomic forecast.

Source: Loudoun County Department of Family Services, Loudoun County Department of Economic Development, and
AECOM Consutt, Inc.

In 2005, a household in the fourth lowest income range (40% AMI) was assumed
to be able to pay $595 in monthly rent without being overly burdened. Based on
a review of the Loudoun County Apartment Guide and estimates of the total
number of rental units in Loudoun County in 2005, it was estimated that there
were 128 rental units available in that range.

Owner Occupied Units

The number of owner occupied units available to a household in each income
range was similarly calculated. First, the number of owner occupied units that
sold in 2004 and each unit's sale grice was collected from Loudoun County’s
Department of Financial Services.” Then, the distribution of units that were
affordable for each income range was calculated. Finally, that distribution was
multiplied by the total number of owner occupied units in Loudoun County based
on Loudoun County’s socioeconomic forecast. These calculations along with the
number of owner occupied units available to households in each income range
are contained in Table 3-5.

'8 2004 data were the latest available. Those data were deflated to 2000 to be comparable with household by income
range data.
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Table 3.5. Estimated Number of Owner Occupied Units in Loudoun County

e Housing Units Affordableto | _.. . ..

| | Affordable | 5, 5eholds in Each Income ,NEs‘th.‘.‘.at.,e.: Total

| |, Monthly | pange Based on Observed Sales® | umBer of Owner

| | HousingCosts —— = ——————————— | Occupied Units in

| % AMI (From Table 3-1) | Number of Units | Distribution | Loudoun Gounty™
10% $85 0 0.0% 0
20% $255 0 0.0% 0
30% $425 . 3 0.0% . 16
40% $595 9 0.1% 49
50% $764 24 0.2% 131
60% $934 41 0.3% 225
70% $1,104 94 0.7% 515
80% $1,274 220 1.7% 1,205
90% $1,444 288 2.2% 1,578
100% $1,614 442 3.4% 2,421
110% $1,784 576 4.4% 3,155
120% $1,954 682 5.2% 3,736
125% $2,081 550 4.2% 3,013

Above 125% na 10,204 77.7% 55,892
Total na 13,133 100.0% 71,935

Notes: * Figures based on inflation adjusted housing unit sales price data obtained from the Loudoun County Department
of Financial Services. ** Figures were calculated by muttiplying the distribution of units by income range times 71,935, the
number of owner occupied units in Loudoun County based on Loudoun County’s socioeconomic forecast.

Source: Loudoun County Department of Financial Services, Loudoun county Department of Economic Development, and
AECOM Consult, Inc.

In 2005, a household in the fourth lowest income range (40% AMI) was assumed
to be able to pay $595 in monthly housing costs without being overly burdened.
Based on a review of inflation adjusted housing unit sales and sales prices in
Loudoun County and estimates of the total number of owner occupied units in
Loudoun Counta/ in 2005, it was estimated that there were 49 owner occupied
units available.?

Step 5: Comparing Supply and Demand of Housing Units

Having estimated the number of rental and owner occupied housing units that
would be demanded by and available to households in each income range, it is
possible to compare those figures to determine where surpluses or shortages
existed in 2005. Those calculations have been made and are displayed in Table
3-6.

2 The units available to a household in each income range were estimated based on the mortgage costs related to a 30

year loan with a 7% interested rate.
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Table 3.6. Comparison of Housing Unit Supply and Demand

| Rental Units i Owner Occupied Units
: : Sunaly | Surplus/ | Rl Surplus /
%aml | Semand | Supply, | shortage | o | Shortage
10% 822 -822 -482
20% 879 -879 -701
30% 937 -937 -951
40% 1,426 -1,298 -1,753
50% 1,672 -1,503 -2,257
60% 1,644 -505 -2,887
70% 1,816 2,561 -3,137
80% 2,837 2,033 -6,185
90% 2,194 1,038 -4,806
100% 1,544 816 -2,629
110% 1,406 -566 -2,456
120% 759 771 -59
125% 388 -388 998
na 5,094 -5,036 22,435
Total 23,419 -4,714 -4,871

Source: AECOM Consult, Inc.

For rental units, there is a shortage in available units for the lowest six income
ranges. In fact, among those ranges, there were an estimated 1,437 units
available in 2005 for 7,381 households. It is likely that the surpluses that
occurred in the ranges between 70% and 100% of AMI are the result of
households in lower income brackets renting units with rents that were beyond
that which they could pay without being burdened by housing costs (i.e. more
than 30% of their income is allocated towards housing costs).?’

For owner occupied units, the shortage extends through the lowest twelve
income ranges. In fact, among those income ranges, there were an estimated
13,031 units available in 2005 for 41,335 households. Again, surpluses are
observed for households in higher income ranges, which are likely due to
households selecting residences which require that they expend greater than
30% of their income on housing. Simply put, this analysis suggests that there
are a large number of households in owner occupied housing that are ‘house
poor'.

Estimating Shortages for Selected Income Ranges through 2030

Similar calculations were conducted for selected income ranges in which a
shortage was observed (the lowest six ranges for rental units and the lowest
twelve ranges for owner occupied units) for all the years between 2005 and
2030. That analysis required that three assumptions be made:

« First, it was assumed that the total number of housing units demanded
in Loudoun County was equal to the number of households projected
to be in Loudoun County based on Loudoun County’s socioeconomic

2 This analysis also indicated that there was a shortage in supply of rental units for households with 110% and 125% of
AMI ranges. Because those shortages were not believed to be the focus of this study, they were ignored.
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forecast plus the number of housing units required to house selected
in-commuters as determined in Question #1.

» Second it was assumed that the share of households demanding a
rental unit by income range and the share of household demanding an
owner occupied unit by income range as reported in Table 3-2
remained constant throughout the forecast period.

» Finally, it was assumed that the distribution of owner occupied and
rental housing units available to each income group as percent of the
total as determined in Tables 3-4 and 3-5 remained constant
throughout the forecast horizon.

With these assumptions, it is possible to estimate the shortage of housing units
for selected income ranges from 2005 through 2030. Shortages for each of
those income ranges are displayed for rental units in Figure 3-2 and for owner
occupied units in Figure 3-3.

Figu're 3-2.

Shortage in Rental Units by Selected Income
Groups in Loudoun County
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Note: Data are volatile for some income ranges because of the method in which selected in-commuters are allocated to
income ranges. As their projected wages change, large numbers of those employees can be reallocated to an alternate
income range thereby significantly changing the shortage in housing in that year.

Source: AECOM Consult, Inc.

Between 2005 and 2030, the shortage in available rental units for the lowest five
income ranges is projected to worsen. However, in the later years of the
forecast, shortages are projected to improve slightly as the share of households
in lower income ranges becomes relatively smaller. By 2030, the most severe
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shortage is projected to be for households at 50% AMI where about 1,700 more
units will be demanded than supplied.

Figure 3-3.

Shortage in Owner Occupied Units by Selected Income
Groups in Loudoun County
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income ranges. As their projected wages change, large numbers of those employees can be reallocated to an alternate
income range thereby significantly changing the shortage in housing in that year.

Source: AECOM Consult, Inc.

Similar patterns are observed when examining the shortage in owner occupied
housing units for many income ranges over the entire 2005 to 2030 period.
Although shortages improve in the later years of the forecast, shortages
generally worsen for households in most of the selected income ranges.

Determining an Affordable Housing Goal

Determining a goal to supply affordable housing is dependent upon the extent to
which shortages are expected to be met and the period in which those shortages
are expected to be met. Thus far, this analysis has identified the shortage in
rental and owner occupied units that is projected to occur for each year between
2005 and 2030. Several alternative annual affordable housing unit goals have
been generated and are displayed in Table 3-7. Those alternatives involve:

« Providing affordable housing sufficient to not allow shortages to worsen by
2030
« Providing affordable housing sufficient to halve shortages by 2030

30 P‘gs



» Providing affordable housing sufficient to eliminate shortages by 2030

Table 3-7.
Estimated ‘/Annual Housing Annual Housing Annual Housing
Shortage in 2030 Units Needed to. | Units Needed to Units Needed to
| Maintain'Shortage | Halve Shortage Eliminate Shortage
% AMI 2005 2030 Observedin 2005 | by 2030 by 2030
__Rental Units: B
10% -822 -1,048 9 21 42
20% -879 -1,120 10 22 45
30% -937 -1,194 10 24 48
40% -1,298 -1,559 10 31 62
50% -1,503 -1,732 9 35 69
Subtotal -5,439 -6,653 49 133 266
? Owner. Occupied Units
10% -482 -615 5 12 25
20% -701 -893 8 18 36
30% -951 -1,201 10 24 48
40% -1,753 -2,187 17 44 87
50% -2,257 -2,688 17 54 108
60% -2,887 -3,215 13 64 129
70% -3,137 -3,087 na* 62 123
80% -6,185 -10,211 161 204 408
90% -4,806 -3,003 na* 60 120
100% -2,629 -1,257 na* 25 50
110% -2,456 -1,770 na* 35 71
120% -59 -205 6 4 8
Subtotal -28,304 -30,332 238 607 1,213

Note: *Although shortages of owner occupied housing units for households in these income ranges are projected fo still
exist in 2030, those shortages are projected to have improved by that year.
Source: AECOM Consult, Inc.

In order to maintain the 2005 shortage of rental units for households in the lowest
five income ranges approximately 49 rental units would have to be provided
annually for each year between 2006 and 2030. In order to maintain the 2005
shortage of owner occupied units for households in the lowest 12 income ranges
approximately 238 owner occupied units would have to be provided annually for
each year between 2006 and 2030.

In order to eliminate projected shortages in rental units for the lowest five income
ranges, 266 rental units that would be affordable to households in those income
ranges would have to be provided annually from 2006 through 2030. Similarly, in
order to meet shortages in owner occupied units, about 1,200 units that were
affordable to households in the lowest twelve income ranges would have to be
provided annually from 2006 through 2030. The large majority of those units
would have to be provided for housing units with incomes between 50% and
100% of AMI.
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Question #4: What Jobs Are Coming To Loudoun County and What will
They Pay?

Loudoun County has had exceptionally strong job growth for several decades. In
fact, between 1969 and 2003, Loudoun County’s employment increased at a
compound annual growth rate of 6.6%. That figure ranked 29" among the
nation’s 3,100 counties and was far higher than the comparable national average
of 1.8% during that period.

Strong rates of employment growth are projected to continue in Loudoun County
in the future. Although those figures are projected to be relatively lower than
those observed in the past, due to the maturing of the local economy,
employment growth in Loudoun County is still likely to outpace the overwhelming
majority of U.S. counties in the future. Projected compound annual employment
growth rates for Loudoun County from three sources for the 2005 to 2030 period
are contained in Figure 4-1.

Figure 4-1.

Selected Projections of Compound Annual Employment Growth
Rates in Loudoun County
2005 - 2030
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Source: Loudoun County’s Department of Economic Development, Woods & Poole, and Economy.com.

Depending on the source of the forecast, employment growth in Loudoun County
is projected to be between 2.7% and 4.0% per year through the next 25 years.
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This comfares to 1.3% for the Washington D.C. metropolitan area and 1.2% for
the U.S.?

Employment in Loudoun County by Industry

Loudoun County is fortunate to have an industrial structure that is concentrated
in industries that are rapidly growing. Loudoun County’s largest industry is
professional and business services, employing nearly 19,000 workers in 2005.
The construction industry, driven by rapid residential and non-residential growth,
was Loudoun County’s second largest industry in 2005. Other large industries in
Loudoun County include retail trade, and transportation & warehousing.
Employment by industry in Loudoun County’s is displayed in Figure 4-2.

Figure 4-2.

Employment by Industry in Loudoun County in 2005
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Source: Economy.com.

Comparing Loudoun County’'s industrial mix with that of the U.S demonstrates
where Loudoun County has disproportionately large or small concentrations in
each industry. That comparison, which required that employment by industry first
be altered to a percentage basis, is displayed in Figure 4-3.

2 Compound annual employment growth rates for the Washington D.C region and the U.S. were obtained from the
Washington Metropolitan Council of Government and the Bureau of Labor Statistics, respectively. Data for the U.S. refer

to the period from 2004 to 2014 only.
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Figure 4-3.

Industrial Structure in Loudoun County and the U.S., 2005
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Source: Economy.com and Bureau of Labor Statistics.

As would be expected, Loudoun County’'s economy is disproportionately
concentrated in professional & business services, construction, transportation &
warehousing, information, and federal government employment. A strong
concentration in these industries is beneficial as they typically generate high
wage jobs.

Projected Employment Changes in Loudoun County by Industry

To determine the jobs that are coming to Loudoun County the distribution of
employment as projected in the Economy.com forecast was applied to total
employment in Loudoun County’s socioeconomic forecast. That methodology
was selected because it would allow total employment figures to agree with those
officially accepted by Loudoun County local government officials.”> The change
in employment by industry is displayed in Figure 4-4.

% Employment and wage figures for transportation & warehousing and federal government published by Economy.com
were adjusted to agree with historic figures published by the Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Figure 4-4.

Change in Employment by Industry in Loudoun County,
2005 to 2030
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Source: Economy.com and Loudoun County Department of Economic Development.

Between 2005 and 2030, the professional & business services industry is
projected to be the largest source of employment growth in Loudoun County.
Leisure & hospitality, information, and education & health services are also
projected to experience relatively large levels employment growth. In fact,
between 2005 and 2030, more than half of all employment growth in Loudoun
County is projected to occur in those industries. These figures, along with
wages, are summarized after the discussion about wages in Table 4-1 below.

Wages in Loudoun County by Industry

Loudoun County is also fortunate to be relatively concentrated in some high
wage industries. For example, wages per worker in Loudoun County’s largest
industry, professional & business services, were well higher than the all industry
average in 2005. Other relatively high wage industries in which Loudoun County
had a strong concentration of employment included federal government and
information. Strong concentrations in these industries allow Loudoun County to
have earnings that exceed averages for many other counties in the U.S. In fact,
in 2003, Loudoun County's earnings per worker ranked 67" highest among the
nations 3,100 counties. Wages per worker for each industry in Loudoun County
for 2005 are displayed in Figure 4-5.
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Figure 4-5.

Wages by Industry in Loudoun County in 2005
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Source: Economy.com.

Wages in Loudoun County’s information sector were the highest in 2005,
exceeding $100,000 per employee. Federal government, wholesale trade, and
professional & business services also had wages above $60,000 per employee.

Projected Wages Changes in Loudoun County by Industry

Prior to analyzing changes in wages in Loudoun County, wage figures were first
corrected for inflation. That correction was based on Economy.com’s Consumer
Price Index (CPl) forecast and allowed wages per worker to be displayed in 2005
dollars. The change in inflation adjusted wages per worker between 2005 and
2030 for each of Loudoun County's industries is displayed in Figure 4-6. In
addition, inflation adjusted wages per worker in 2030, along with changes in
employment between 2005 and 2030 is displayed in Table 4-1.
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Figure 4-6.

Change in Wages by Industry in Loudoun County,
2005 to 2030
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Wages in Loudoun County’s construction, financial activities, professional &
business services and local government are expected to increase significantly by
2030. Most other sectors are projected to experience relatively small changes in
real wages per worker with the exception of information. That sector is projected
to experience a substantial decline, falling by about 35% during the period.?*

Table 4.1. Employment Change in Loudoun County’s
Between 2005-2Q30 and wages by Industry

R — — = 5 TEfﬁploﬁhent’Ch ol AT T
St o i thﬂuatm | LoudouniCounty.- 2005:t0 2030 | Zosoitlurgop nbilarg]_
Professmnal & Busmess Servuces 40,501 $82,772
Leisure & Hospitality 18,310 $14,296
Information 17,145 $66,896
Education & Health Services 15,992 $32,339
Retail Trade 10,962 $33,846
Local Government 9,741 $59,062
Transportation, Warehousing and Utilities 7,617 $52,757
Other Services 6,633 $42,944
Financial Activities 6,294 $81,923
Wholesale Trade 6,143 $74,015
Federal Government 5,041 $89,023
Construction 2,456 $69,738
Manufacturing 1,987 $57,781
State Government 1,501 $21,340
Natural Resources & Mining 99 $25,104

Source: Economy.com and Loudoun County Department of Economic Development.

# Economists from Economy.com have indicated that the fall in information wages per worker may be overstated.




Having obtained employment and wage forecasts for each industry in Loudoun
County, it is possible to determine what the average wage per employee would
be for the 2005 to 2030 period. That calculation has been made and is displayed
in Figure 4-7.

Figure 4-7.

Inflation Adjusted Wages Per Worker in Loudoun County
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Earnings per worker are projected to increase by about 10% over the entire 2005
and 2030 period, after being adjusted for inflation, increasing from about $52,000
in 2005 to $57,000 in 2030. Minor declines in inflation adjusted wages per
worker projected to occur in the last few years of the forecast period are related
to relatively strong growth in sector such as information and leisure & hospitality,
each of which are projected to experience modest decline in inflation adjusted
earnings per worker in those years.

Determining the Location of Employment Growth by Planning Subarea

Based on Loudoun County’s socioeconomic forecast, about 150,000 employees
will be added to Loudoun County’s economy between 2005 and 2030. Assuming
that employment locates in planning subareas similar to that which has
historically occurred, the location of that employment within Loudoun County, by
planning subarea, can be estimated by:

AECOM CONSULT 38 ﬂ(os



» First determining the existing distribution of nonresidential development by
type of development (i.e. office, industrial, retail, other) in Loudoun County

» Then determining the type of development that the increase in jobs that are
projected to locate in Loudoun County will be in

» And finally by applying those jobs to subareas based on existing distributions
of nonresidential development by type.

Based on 2005 data, the largest concentration of nonresidential development
was in Ashburn and Sterling. In fact, nearly two thirds of all nonresidential
development was concentrated in those areas. The nonresidential development
by type of development and planning subarea is displayed in Figure 4-8.

Figure 4-8.

Nonresidential Development in Loudoun County by
Planning Subarea and Type
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Source: Loudoun County’s Department of Economic Development.

The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) has identified
a matrix that allows employment by industry to be converted into employment by
type of development. For example, that matrix indicates that 20% of
manufacturing employment typically locates in office development, 70% in
industrial development, and 10% retail development. By applying that
information to the projected employment growth in Loudoun County by industry
type, the type of development that would be required for increased employment
can be estimated. Table 4-2 displays the increase in employment projected to
occur in Loudoun County between 2005 and 2030 by development type.
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Table 4-2. Employment by Type of Development
Industry Office Industrial | Retail || Other Total
Natural Resources & Mining 20 69 10 0 99
Construction 491 1,719 246 0 2,456
Manufacturing 397 1,391 199 0 1,987
Wholesale Trade 123 5,222 799 0 6,143
Retail Trade 548 0 10,414 0 10,962
Transportation, Warehousing and Utilities 4,951 2,666 0 0 7,617
Information 10,287 857 2,572 3,429 17,145
Financial Activities 5,350 0 944 0 6,294
Professional & Business Services 24,301 2,025 6,075 8,100 40,501
Education & Health Services 9,595 800 2,399 3,198 15,992
Leisure & Hospitality 10,986 916 2,747 3,662 18,310
Other Services 3,980 332 995 1,327 6,633
Federal Government 4,537 252 0 252 5,041
State Government 676 150 0 676 1,501
Local Government 4,384 974 0 4,384 9,741
Total 80,625 17,372 27,398 25,027 | 150,423

Source: Loudoun County’s Department of Economic Development, Economy.com, and MWCOG.

Assuming the nonresidential development associated with the projected
employment growth in Loudoun County by planning subareas follows the pattern
of nonresidential development that has historically occurred, then employment by
planning subarea can be estimated. Those estimates are displayed in Table 4-3.

Table 4-3. Employment by Type of Development

Planning Subarea |  Office Industrial | Retalil Other | Total

Ashbum 43,557 8,866 | 4,146 8,173 | 64,742
Dulles 4,413 1,868 | 2,031 3,049 | 11,361
Leesburg 11,676 630 | 8,546 4,264 | 25,116
Northwest 25 23 82 311 441
Potomac 3,327 63 | 2,834 2323 | 8,547
Route 15 North 6 7 19 106 138
Route 15 South 0 15 46 52 113
Route 7 West 896 392 1,158 1,738 | 4,183
Southwest 551 18 361 291 | 1,221
Sterling 16,175 5489 | 8,173 4,722 | 34,560
Total 80,625 17,372 | 27,398 25,027 | 150,423

Source: Loudoun County’s Department of Economic Development, Economy.com, and MWCOG.

Based on this analysis, the largest share of employment is likely to locate in
Ashburn. A large majority of that development would be office based; however,
there would be a significant amount of industrial and other employment in that
subarea. Other planning subareas projected to experience relatively large levels
employment growth include Sterling, Leesburg, and Dulles.
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Question #5: What is an Acceptable Commuting Distance?

The acceptability of a commute can be influenced by factors such as wages,
geographic characteristics, family composition, number of workers per
household, industry, sex of the commuter, and many other factors. In addition,
because of the impact that congestion can have on commute times, the
acceptability of a commute is likely measured in minutes as opposed to miles.?®
For that reason, this section will address the acceptability of a commute based in
minutes as opposed to distance.

There have been several empirical studies that have discussed the extent to
which drivers would be wiling to commute. In those studies, acceptable
commuting times are generally described to be in a range between 30 and 45
minutes for a one-way commute. A selected number of studies that discuss
acceptable commuting distances are outlined below.

Washington D.C. A poll of 1,003 randomly selected adults in the Washington
area and 1,204 adults nationwide was conducted by the Washington Post in
2005 (Morin and Ginsburg, 2005). That survey determined that half the region’s
workers spent 30 or more minutes commuting to work. Further, that study stated
that commute times in the Washington D.C area were significantly higher than
those found in other major metro areas. Despite the relatively high travel times
and the availability of alternative transportation, that study concluded that
commuters seemed unwilling to give up personal autos as their primary
commuting transportation mode.

San Diego. In 2004, the San Diego Source reported that, based on a 2004
survey of real estate professionals, 30 minutes appeared to be an acceptable
commuting time for many home buyers in the San Diego area (Mallgren, 2004).

Southern California. A 1993 University of California study of commuting
patterns of 30,000 Kaiser Permanente employees over the six year period
between 1984 and 1990 concluded that 93.8% of respondents with a commute of
32 minutes or less were satisfied or very satisfied with their distance from home
to work (Wachs et al, 1993). In addition, 46.5% of respondents with a commute
time of more than 32 minutes were satisfied or very satisfied with their distance
to work. The authors also noted that the majority of respondents, about 66%,
had commute times of less than 35 minutes and described that commute time as
“manageable”.

United Kingdom. A 2001 study conducted by United Kingdom’s Department for
Work and Pensions surveyed 1,100 adults for different aspects of job search
flexibility (Bonjour et al, 2001). A summary of their responses is presented in
Table 5-1.

% Commute times refer to the average number of minutes that are spent making a one way trip between home to work in
a particular area.
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Table 5-1. Acceptable Commute time in the U.K.

Acceptable Commuting | ; ! Total

Time, One Way. | Male [ Female | Persons | Percent
Up to 30 minutes 237 322 559 50.1%
31-60 minutes 268 169 438 39.2%
More than one hour 49 13 61 5.5%
Other 17 42 59 5.3%
Total 571 546 1,117 | 100.0%

Source: Bonjour, Dorsett, and Knight, 2001.

Among these findings was that more than half of respondent indicated that a
commute time of 30 minutes was acceptable and an additional 39.2% of
respondents indicated that a commute time of up to 60 minutes was acceptable.
This suggests that a reasonable estimate for an acceptable commute time would
be between 30 and 60 minutes.

Denmark. In a 2001 study of unemployment conducted by Denmark’s Institute
for the Study of Labor, approximately 5,000 working age adults in the EU were
surveyed (Pederson and Smith, 2001). In that survey, respondents were asked
what their maximum acceptable daily commuting time would be in minutes. The
average of all respondents was 60 minutes (i.e. 30 minutes per direction).

Other academic research agrees with these general findings. For example, in
Spatial Flexibility and Job Mobility: Macro Level Opportunities and Micro Level
Restrictions, the author states that most people’s commuting tolerance is limited
to 45 minutes (Van Ham et al, 2001). These findings support the assumption
that an acceptable commuting time may be approximately 30 minutes while a
tolerable commuting time may be upwards of 45 to 60 minutes at the maximum.

Commute Time in the U.S.

A review of historic data describing the U.S. mean travel time to work
demonstrates that commuting times are increasing in the U.S. In fact, the mean
travel time to work has steadily increased from 18.2 minutes in 1983 to 26
minutes in 2003. That represents a 35% increase over the period of twenty
years. [f that pace were to continue, the mean travel time to work in the U.S.
could approach 40 minutes by 2030. Mean travel time to work in the U.S. is
displayed in Figure 5-1.
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Figure 5-1.

Mean Travel Time to Work in the U.S.
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Over time, the share of U.S. commuters with commute times of 30 minutes and
more has increased as the share of commuters with a commute time of less than
thirty minutes has diminished. In 1980, about a third of workers had a commute
that was more than 30 minutes, a figure that increased to over 40% by 2000.
Additionally, the number of commuters with very long commutes, in excess of
one hour one way, increased significantly in 2000. In 1980, only 7.3% of
commuters had a one hour commute. That figure increased to 9.4% in 2000.
Changes in the share of commuters in the U.S. with commutes of less than 30
minutes, more than 30 minutes, more than 45 minutes, and more than one hour
are displayed in Figure 5-2.




Figure 5-2.

Commute Times in the U.S.
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Average Commute Time in the Washington Metropolitan Area

Relative to other large metropolitan areas in the U.S, commuting time is relatively
high in the Washington D.C. area. In fact, among the nation’s largest 100
Metropolitan areas in terms of population, Washington’s mean travel time to work
in 2000 was 4" highest behind only New York City, Monmouth-Ocean, NJ, and
Nassau-Suffolk, NY. Mean travel times in Washington were higher than other
metro areas that are frequently described as having difficult commutes including
Atlanta, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Houston, and Seattle. The mean travel
time to work in Washington D.C. and the nation’s 100 largest metro areas is

displayed in Figure 5-3.
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Figure 5-3.

Mean Travel Time to Work in Minutes in the Largest 100 U.S.
Metropolitan Areas
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Washington’s relatively high commuting times are not likely to have improved
since 2000. Based on the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments’
(MWCOG) periodically produced commuting survey, commuting times in the
Washington region increased from approximately 32 minutes to 34 minutes
between 2001 and 2004.® Among respondents reporting that their commute had
worsened, an overwhelming majority (81%) indicated that their commute was
more difficult because their route was more congested.

Average Commute Time in Loudoun County

Loudoun County residents, along with other residents of the Washington Metro
area also faced disproportionately high commuting times in 2000. In that year,
the mean travel time to work in Loudoun County was 30.8 minutes. That figure
was relatively low among Washington Metro area jurisdictions, however, it is
important to note that all jurisdictions in the Washington area with the exception
of Fredericksburg City had mean travel times that were above the U.S. average
in 2000. Loudoun County’s mean travel time to work is compared to similar
figures for Washington Metro area jurisdictions in Figure 5-4.

28 That report is entitied State of the Commute. The most recent edition was published in 2004 and included results from
a survey of 7,200 employed persons in the Washington Metro Area.
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Figure 5-4.

Mean Travel Time to Work in Minutes in the Jurisdictions of the
Washington D.C. Region
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By virtually any comparison, commute times as measured by the average travel
time to work for Loudoun County residents, were relatively high in Loudoun
County in 2000. Loudoun County’s mean travel time to work has been compared
with a number of different sets of counties and in each case Loudoun County’s
commute times are in the top third and in some cases, near the top decile.
Commuting time comparisons are displayed in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2. A Comparison of Loudoun County’s Mean Commute Tlme

.F-.T‘R_;:_ _"r"'i,r' I, 4-! L 1 Ran of L
N A || County's Mean ~ Amon 4
Epaees .me mpanison set | TimetoWork | of Counties
Virginia Counties 41° 30.4%
Fastest Growing 100 Counties (2000-2005) 29" 29.0%
500 Largest Counties (as measured by 2000 population) 50" 10.0%
All 3,141 U.S. Counties 332™ 10.6%

Note: A rank of 1 suggests that the commute time as measured in minutes, is the longest.
Source: 2000 Census

Unfortunately more current data relating to Loudoun County’s commuting times
are unavailable, however, given the rapid pace of housing construction and
employment growth that has occurred in Loudoun County and other exurban
counties since 2000, it is likely that commuting times have worsened. This
conclusion is supported by information obtained in the periodic Survey of
Loudoun County Residents.
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The Survey of Loudoun County Residents is typically produced every two years.
Respondents are asked questions related to issues such as their reasons for
moving to Loudoun County, their opinion of the quality of county services and
other characteristics. Particularly important to this study is the question that
asked respondents to identify the “biggest problem facing Loudoun County.” Not
surprisingly, responses to this question have historically been related to growth.
However, transportation and traffic issues have become increasingly common as
a response in that survey. The share of respondents that selected traffic and
transportation as one of the biggest problems facing Loudoun County is
displayed in Figure 5-5.%

Figure 5-5.
Percent of Respondents to Survey of Loudoun Residents stating that
Traffic/Transportation was the "Biggest Problem Facing Loudoun
County"”
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Source: Loudoun County Department of Economic Development.

Currently, at 30 or more minutes, Loudoun County commuters are likely at the
high end of a range viewed as acceptable. This finding may be even more
applicable to in-commuters working in Loudoun County as they may be
commuting from other jurisdictions in the region or from jurisdictions in West
Virginia or other exurban locations.

2 Respondents were aliowed to select more than one problem in that survey.
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Appendix A. Adjustments to Employment Data

In conducting the analysis related to Question #1, employment by place of work
was compared to employment by place of residence for Loudoun County and for
the set of peer counties. However, the data used in that analysis required
several adjustments. This appendix will describe those data sources and the
adjustments that were implemented.

Employment by place of work

Employment by place of work data were obtained for Loudoun County and each
peer county from the Bureau of Economic Analysis’ (BEA) Regional Economic
Information System for the year 2003. Those data were available for each of the
counties analyzed in this study. However, in some cases, employment in
particular industries was suppressed to protect the identity of large employers.
Incidents of suppression were most common among agricultural and mining
industries. For that reason, and because these industries are very small as a
percent of total employment, those industries were not included in the analysis
conducted in Question #1.

The suppression of data in other industries required that employment for
suppressed industries needed to be estimated. In order to estimate those data,
the number of employees from each industry for which data was provided was
subtracted from total employment for each area to determine the total number of
employees that were in industries that were suppressed. Then those employees
were allocated to the suppressed industries based on the national distribution of
employment. It is important to note that less than 3.5% of employment was
reallocated in this manner in Loudoun County and the set of peer counties.

Employment by place of residence

For this analysis, data describing employment by place of residence was
obtained from the 2000 Census. Those data were adjusted in three ways.

« First, given the significant changes that have occurred in Loudoun County
since 2000, it was decided to adjust those data to reflect a more current
period.

« Second, given that data by place of residence include self-employed workers
and data by place of work do not, data by place of residence were adjusted to
remove self-employed workers in order to enable fair comparisons.

» Finally, data describing government employment were disaggregated into
differing levels of government (i.e. federal, state, and local).

These adjustments are described in more detail below.
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The first adjustment to employment by place of residence involved the updating
of that data to reflect changes that have occurred since 2000. Because the latest
year for which data was available for each of the peer counties was 2003, that
year was selected as the year in which analysis related to Question #1 would be
conducted.

Employment by place of residence data were adjusted to 2003 using
employment growth trends observed at the metropolitan level for each of the
peer counties and for Loudoun County. Data describing employment by place of
work was obtained from the Bureau of Economic Analysis for peer Counties.
Changes in the shares of employment for each metropolitan level were then
applied to shares of employment by place of work. Then, using updated shares
and 2003 employment by place of residence estimates provided by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics for Loudoun County and each peer county, 2003 employment by
place of residence figures were estimated for Loudoun County and each peer
county.

The second adjustment involved correcting employment by place of residence for
self employment. That adjustment was conducted by first determining the share
of employees that were self employed in each industry in the U.S. and then
adjusting employment data for each industry by place of residence in Loudoun
County and peer counties by that factor. The share of employees that are self
employed in each industry in the U.S. in 2003 is displayed in Figure A.1.

Figure A.1.

Percent of Employees that are Self Employed in the U.S.
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The number of employees by place of residence excluding self employed was
calculated by multiplying the total estimated employment by place of residence
for each industry in 2003 times shares of employees in each industry that are self
employed as displayed in Figure A.1.

The final adjustment required that government employment by place of residence
be disaggregated into differing levels of government. The Census 2000 place of
work data contain the number of workers employed by the government but do not
disaggregate that employment by level of government. Therefore, the number of
workers in each level of government by place of residence was calculated by
multiplying the total number of employees in government by place of residence
(as estimated for 2003) times the share of employment in each level of
government in each peer county’s metropolitan area.
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Appendix B. Industry Descriptions

Industry descriptions were provided for each industry analyzed in this report and
included characteristics such as the relative size in employment in the U.S.,
projected national growth, and relative U.S. earnings. This information was
obtained primarily from the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Industry at a glance
profiles, available at http://www.bls.gov/iag/iaghome.htm. Discussion of wages
relative to all industry averages refer to production and non-supervisory hourly
wages in comparison to all private industries. Factors such as overtime and
benefits are not included in those comparisons.

Natural Resources and Mining. This industry is comprised of the agriculture,
forestry, fishing, and hunting sector and the mining sector. In 2004, wages in this
industry were 15% higher than the all U.S. industry average. In 2005, this
industry was the nation’s smallest industry, employing 625,000 employees.
Employment is projected to decline by 10.7% in the agriculture, forestry, fishing
and hunting sector and 8.8% in the mining sector between 2004 and 2014.

Construction. The construction industry includes establishments engaged in
the preparing of sites for construction, subdividing land, and the construction of
building and other projects. In 2004, U.S. construction wages were 23% higher
than the all U.S. industry average. In 2005, construction was the nation’s eighth
largest industry, employing 7.2 million employees. Employment in construction is
projected to increase by 11.4% in the U.S. between 2004 and 2014, slightly less
than the all industry average of 14.8%.

Manufacturing. This industry includes establishments engaged in the
mechanical, physical, or chemical transformation of materials into new products.
In 2004, manufacturing wages in the U.S. were 3% higher than the all industry
average. In 2005, manufacturing was the nation’s fourth largest industry,
employing 14.2 million employees. Employment in this industry is projected to
decrease by 5.4% between 2004 and 2014, continuing its steady decline.

Retail and Wholesale Trade. Retail establishments include both store (i.e.
retailers with a physical location) and non-store establishments (i.e. retailers that
market goods through catalogs, vending machines, and the Internet). Retail
establishments distribute merchandise, generally in small quantities, to the
general public. Wholesale establishments include those that are engaged in the
resale of goods, generally without transformation and typically sell to other
wholesalers or retailers.

Wages in retail in the U.S. are typically low, averaging 77% of the all industry
wages in 2004. However wholesale wages were 13% higher than the all industry
average in that year. In 2005, retail and wholesale trade were the nation’s third
and ninth largest industries, employing 15.2 million and 5.7 million employees,
respectively. The retail and wholesale trade industries are projected to
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experience an employment growth rate of 11.0% and 8.4% in the U.S. over the
2004 to 2014 period, each lower than the all industry average of 14.8%.

Transportation, Warehousing and Utilities. Transportation & warehousing
includes establishments that provide transportation services for cargo and
passengers and warehousing and storage for goods. Utilities establishments are
engaged in providing electric power, natural gas, steam and water supply, and
sewage removal.

Wages in transportation & warehousing were 5% higher than the all industry
average in 2004 while wages in utilities were 63% higher than the all industry
average. In 2005, transportation, warehousing, and utilities was the nation’s
eleventh largest industry, employing 4.3 million employees. Transportation &
warehousing is projected to experience an employment growth rate of 11.9%
over the 2004 to 2014 period, slightly lower than the all industry average of
14.8%. Employment in utilities is projected to decline by 1.3% in that period.

Information. This industry includes establishments engaged in:

« Producing or distribution information such as newspapers or publishers

e Providing a means to transmit information, data, and communications such as
telecommunications or Internet service providers

o Data processing, hosting or related services.

In 2004, wages in information in the U.S. were 37% higher than the all industry
average. In 2005, information was the nation’s twelfth largest industry, employing
3.1 million employees. Nationally, employment in information is projected to
increase by 11.6% between 2004 and 2014, slightly below the all industry
average of 14.8%.

Financial Activities. This industry is comprised of two parts including:

o Finance and insurance, which includes establishments engaged in or
facilitating financial transactions

o Real estate and rental and leasing, which includes establishments that
rent or lease assets or manage real estate for others including the
buying, selling and renting of properties.

In 2004, U.S. wages in this sector were 12% higher than the all industry average.
In 2005, information was the nation's seventh largest industry, employing 8.2
million employees. Employment in financial activities is projected to increase by
10.5% between 2004 and 2014, slightly below the all industry average of 14.8%.

Professional & Business Services. Professional & business services is
comprised of three parts:
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« Professional scientific, and technical employment such as legal, engineering,
computer, consulting, and research services

« Management of companies and enterprises, such as establishments that hold
securities of other companies or companies that administer, oversee, and
manage other companies

e Administrative, and support and waste management and remediation
services, which includes companies that administer day to day activities for
other companies such as administration, hiring, clerical work, security, and
waste disposal services.

Wages in professional & business services in the U.S. were 11% higher than the
all industry average wage in 2004. In 2005, professional & business services was
the nation’s second largest industry, employing 16.9 million employees. This
industry is projected to experience employment growth of 27.8% in the U.S.
between 2004 and 2014.

Education & Health Services. This industry is comprised of two parts including
educational services and health care and social assistance. Educational
services includes establishments that provide training and instruction such as
schools, colleges, universities, and training centers. Only privately owned
establishments are included in this category. Publicly owned establishments
such as public schools are included in local government. Health care and social
assistance includes establishments providing medical care and family,
community, and day care services.

In 2004, wages in education and health services were 3% higher than the all
industry average. In 2005, education and health services was the nation’s
largest industry, employing 17.3 million employees. Nationally, employment is
projected to increase 32.5% and 30.3% between 2004 and 2014 for education
services and health care and social services respectively, each of which far
exceeds the all industry average of 14.8%.

Leisure & Hospitality. The leisure & hospitality industry is made up of two parts
including:

« Arts, entertainment, and recreation, which includes establishments that
provide or promote live performances or events, preserve and exhibit
objects or sites of interest, or operate facilities that allow patrons to
participate in recreational activities

o Accommodation & food services includes establishments that provide
patrons with lodging, prepared meals, or beverages for immediate
consumption.

Wages in this industry are typically low. In 2004, leisure & hospitality wages in

the U.S. were 57% of the all industry average. In 2005, leisure & hospitality was
the nation’s sixth largest industry, employing 12.8 million employees. Nationally,
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employment in this industry is projected to increase by 17.7% between 2004 and
2014, above the all industry average.

Other Services. Other services includes service industry establishments that
are not elsewhere classified such as equipment repair, religious activities,
laundry services, personal care, pet care, and death services, photofinishing, and
other services.

In 2004 other service wages in the U.S. were about 11% lower than the all
industry average in the U.S. In 2005, other services were the nation’s tenth
largest industry, employing 5.4 million employees. Employment in this industry is
projected to increase by 11.8% between 2004 and 2014, slightly slower than the
all industry average.

Government. This sector is made up of federal, state and local government.
Government wages vary by level. Typically federal government wages are well
above the all industry average while state and local government wages are
slightly below the all industry average. Government employment is projected to
increase by 1.6% in the U.S between 2004 and 2014. Employment in state and
local government (combined) is projected to increase by 11.3% between 2004
and 2014.
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Loudoun County Housing Advisory Board:
Purpose and Membership

On June 7, 2005, the 12 member Housing Advisory Board was appointed by the Board
of Supervisors to:

Support policies and make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors for
policy and program development;

Serve as a source of study and advocacy for the Board of Supervisors on the
supply and demand issues of affordable housing;

Work cooperatively with other jurisdictions to encourage regional affordable
housing solutions;

Mobilize business and community support to develop and sustain workforce
housing programs;

Provide input on the affordable housing needs regarding funding options due to
Urban County Status and recommend approval of grant applications; and,
Support community education and outreach on affordable housing initiatives.

Housing Advisory Board Mission:

“The Housing Advisory Board makes policy and program recommendations to the Board
of Supervisors on the unmet housing needs of people who live and work in Loudoun

County.”

Housing Advisory Board Membership:

(o]

(@)

O 00O O0O0O0O0

Representative of the Board of Supervisors (Steve Snow, Dulles District
Supervisor); :

Representative of the Economic Development Commission (Tamar Datan
Johnston);

Representative of the Industrial Development Authority (Dave Summers);
Representative of the Affordable Dwelling Unit Advisory Board (ADUAB) (Bill
Jones);

Non-profit affordable housing developer (Al Smuszynski, Wesley Housing
Foundation);

For-profit affordable housing developer (Michael Capretti, Gulick Homes);
Affordable housing finance consultant/advisor (Steve Wilson, Franklin Capital);
Non-profit and/or faith based service provider (Vacant),

Public at-large (Jim Anders, Winchester Homes) ;

Public at-large (Kim Hart, Windy Hill Foundation).

Public at-large (Michelle Krocker, Northern Virginia Affordable Housing Alliance)

Public at-large (Vacant)
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CURRENT HOUSING PROGRAM & FUND DESCRIPTIONS

PROGRAMS:

(1) Affordable Dwelling Unit (ADU) Program

As of January 1, 2007, 1,105 homes have been sold through the program. The average gross
income of an ADU-served household at the time of home purchase is $39,242. The current
waiting list for the ADU program includes 272 families. Eligible households must have income
from 30% to 70% of the Area Median Income (AMI) as determined for the Washington
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). As of March 2006, the AMI was $90,300. There are
currently 288 ADU apartments for rent in the County. The waiting list for the ADU Rental
Program includes 87 families. Eligible households must have incomes from 30% to 50% AMI.

(2) Down Payment/Closing Cost Assistance Loan Program

This fund was established in February 1995 at the urging of the Affordable Dwelling Unit
Advisory Board (ADUAB) to provide gap financing for qualified first time homebuyers with
incomes from 30% to 70% AMI purchasing an ADU or an existing home. The program has been
funded by the affordable housing proffers associated with rezoning applications. It has been a
successful program, assisting approximately 200 homebuyers in the purchase of first homes.
However, with the change in lending products since 1998, it has become less useful to
homebuyers as currently structured. This program is currently under review at the direction of
the Board of Supervisors. The Joint Trust Fund Committee (made up of ADUAB, HAB, and
IDA members) is developing modifications to the program so that it will be a more responsive
loan program given current market trends and to provide specialized products to the workforce.

(3) Home Stride Loan Program

Funded by the Virginia Housing Development Authority (VHDA), there are two components to
the Home Stride Program. One provides assistance to eligible first-time homebuyers. The
second component assists public employees. The Home Stride program provides second trust
financing for down payment and closing costs to families that earn from 30% to 70% AMI and
are first time homebuyers. The amount borrowed is either 10% of the purchase price or $25,000,
whichever is less. The loan is made at a 5% interest rate; payment is deferred for the first five
years; and the purchaser must obtain VHDA first trust financing. There have been 80 loans
totaling $1,353,304 in this program since 2003. The Home Stride Program for Public Employees
provides second trust financing for down payment and closing costs to employees that work for
state, county, and town governments. The same program requirements apply to this component
except that it is also available to homebuyers who have owned a home outside of Loudoun
County, but want to re-locate to be near employment. There have been 25 loans totaling
$474,789 in this program since 2003.

(4) Sponsoring Partnerships and Revitalizing Communities Loan Program (SPARC)
Funded by VHDA, the SPARC program provides first trust financing for families that earn from
30% to 70% AMI and are first time homebuyers. There have been 100 loans authorized for first
trust mortgages totaling $11,901,974 since 2002.
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(5) Flex SPARC Pilot Loan Program

This pilot program was just initiated by VHDA in February, 2007. Loudoun County was chosen
to receive $2,500,000 in loan funding tailored to meet the needs of first time homebuyers. By
April 30th, $2,441,530 had been allocated with a remaining balance of $58,470. Ten households
benefited from the pilot loan program with an average loan of $244,153 with an average income
at 90% AMI. Beneficiaries include teachers, flight attendants, engineers, support personnel,
Sheriff’s Deputies, healthcare workers with two-thirds of the homebuyers employed in the
County. At this time, VHDA does not have the resources for additional allocations.

(6) Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Rental Assistance Program (Formerly Section 8)

The Housing Choice Voucher Program, funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), provides low-income families, elderly persons with disabilities and
persons with HIV and AIDS with safe, decent and sanitary housing at prices they can afford.
Eligible households must have income at or below 50% AMI. Rental assistance subsidies are
provided for eligible families to the extent that funds are available. For FY 2007, HUD funding
is $6,487,760. HUD has allocated 763 vouchers to Loudoun, however funding only allows
approximately 650 vouchers to be issued. As of January, 2007, 949 families were on the waiting
list.

(7) Eastern Loudoun Revitalization Home Improvement Program (LCHRP)

The Eastern Loudoun Revitalization Program is a locally funded program that helps homeowners
with incomes from 30% to 100% AMI make improvements that retain the value of their homes.
Eligible improvements include bringing homes into building code compliance, meeting
homeowner association architectural regulations, providing structural safety, and providing
external maintenance. The home must be owner-occupied, at least 30 years old, and located east
of Route 15. As of January, 2007, the program received 30 pre-qualification forms. One loan has
closed and two are pre-approved, all in the Sugarland Run neighborhood.

(8) Loudoun County Home Improvement Program (LCHIP)

The Loudoun County Home Improvement Program (LCHIP), funded by Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, provides loans to renovate the primary residence of a
low-to-moderate income homeowner with incomes up to 80% AMI. Loans have a ten-year term
and may be forgivable and/or interest free.

(9) Emergency Shelter

This County facility is operated by Volunteers of America (VOA) and offers 24 secure
emergency shelter beds for a 30-day stay with possible renewals to homeless families. The
Shelter is located in 3 single-family detached homes located adjacent to the County landfill.

(10) Homeless Intervention Program (HIP)

The HIP loan program is funded through a grant from the Virginia Department of Housing and
Community Development (DHCD). Families receive short-term financial assistance and case
management services to prevent eviction or foreclosure resulting from a temporary loss of
income. It also assists homeless persons with security deposits, utility deposits and/or 1st month's
rent. Loudoun County residents who meet state income and fair market rent guidelines and are in
arrears in their rent or mortgage or are homeless are eligible.
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(11) Transitional Housing

This County facility is operated by VOA and provides housing and support services to 6
homeless families (includes single parents with children) and 8 single persons, while they
improve independent living skills and find employment.

(12) Transitional Opportunities Program (TOP)

This program provides transitional housing for homeless households (includes singles and
families) at 7 scattered apartment sites. Support services include outreach eligibility, leasing
assistance, and case management.

HOUSING FUNDS CONSOLIDATION:

On April 3, 2007, the Board of Supervisors asked the Joint Trust Fund Committee (made up of
ADUAB, Housing Advisory Board, and IDA members) to continue to work together to
consolidate available housing funds into a unified housing trust. The purpose of the consolidation
is to allow more opportunity to leverage Federal, State, and private funds and to simplify and
make more efficient fund accounting and administration. The Committee was asked to draft
recommendations for the Board to consider, including funding priorities and a fund dispersal
process. The Board asked that the terms of the County of Loudoun Housing Trust be modified to
broaden the beneficiaries of the Trust, so that a variety of programs could be supported, such as
development of affordable rental housing; the provision of accessibility grants for the mobility
impaired to enable them to stay in their homes; home improvement loans for neighborhood
revitalization; closing costs for critical workers that are hard to hire due to the lack of affordable
housing; and for community infrastructure grants to provide indoor plumbing or connections to
public facilities. Fund consolidation is to include the following funds (fund amounts as of
January, 2007):

(a) Belmont Ridge Affordable Housing Trust ($650,793)
This fund was established in October 1992 as a 30 year trust that will expire in 2022. The fund

is to be used “to provide eligible buyers with money for a second mortgage for any unit in
Belmont Ridge, whether it was originally sold as an affordable unit or not.” The use of this fund
is restricted to the Belmont Ridge development and is virtually unusable given the increase in
property values in that neighborhood. The Trust Agreement does not provide for amendments. In
order to use the funds before the Trust’s expiration, at Board direction, the County is seeking
reformation of the Trust Agreement through a legal process to release the funds for affordable
housing purposes.

(b)_County of Loudoun Housing Trust ($3,762,791)

This fund was established in August 1997. The significant current balance is by and large the
result of the March, 2005 Board of Supervisors’ approval of the conversion of ADU rental
apartments to ADU for-sale condominiums at the Summerfield at Brambleton development.
Fifty-six condominiums were sold at market price and, since October 2005, this fund has steadily
received money to total $3,465,492 from the proceeds of the condominium sales. The Board of
Supervisors recently committed $250,000 of this Trust to the Habitat for Humanity St. Louis
project on the recommendation of the ADUAB. This fund was established “to further the
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provisions of affordable dwelling units in Loudoun County. . . To spend the monies in the Trust
in the manner in which the Trustee [Board of Supervisors] deems most appropriate in order to
further the provision of affordable dwelling units to the Beneficiaries.” Beneficiaries are defined
as persons who qualify for the ADU program with incomes from 30% to 70% AMI. This Trust
was set up to be funded by the cash proceeds of the sale of ADUs at market price, the “cash in
lieu” provisions of the ADU Ordinance, and as a repository for affordable housing proffers. The
Trust Agreement currently limits expenditures to the benefit of persons with incomes from 30%
to 70% AMI and allows for modification. The Board directed that the agreement be modified to
broaden the income ranges that benefit from it to support a broader range of programs.

(c) Housing Fund ($402,218)
In July 2004, the Board of Supervisors established a Housing Fund and allocated one million

dollars to this fund to be used for workforce housing initiatives. The Board appropriated
$280,000 of this fund to be used for revitalization of owner-occupied homes in eastern Loudoun
neighborhoods (Eastern Loudoun Revitalization Program). The Housing Advisory Board
expended $29,839 for the AECOM Consult study to determine the workforces’ housing needs.
The Board of Supervisors allocated $81,000 for Birmingham Green and, based on a Housing
Advisory Board recommendation, the Board committed $250,000 to be used for the plumbing
improvements necessary for residents of Willisville to connect to the wastewater treatment
system that is being constructed.

(d)_Affordable Housing Proffers ($2,602,392)

(This balance includes cash contributions committed or paid plus escalators and interest and does
not include disbursed proffers to programs.) Historically, funds were proffered for affordable
housing before the adoption of the ADU Ordinance. These proffered funds were used by the
Board of Supervisors to establish the County’s Down Payment and Closing Cost Assistance
Program. Generally, the most recent proffer accumulation is the result of providing cash in lieu
of ADUs as an approved modification to the ADU Ordinance by the Board. A few recent
proffers are from developments not regulated by the Ordinance. Not all proffered amounts have
been received as of yet given the terms of the proffer agreement. Most proffers that include cash
commitments also include an escalator, so that their value increases until paid. All proffer
accounts collect interest. Proffered funds generally accumulate slowly as they are usually tied to
building permits. Consequently, these proffered funds have been steadily provided over the past
couple of years. Not all of the proffered funds have been paid since some of the developments
are still under construction. These funds are restricted in the proffer to use for affordable housing
purposes and should likely be placed in the County of Loudoun Housing Trust pending proffer
interpretation.
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2007

APRIL 2007
April 3, 2007
April 6, 2007
April 9, 2007
April 16, 2007
April 16, 2007
April 18, 2007
April 27, 2007

April-May 2007

MAY 2007
May 7, 2007
May 14, 2007

JUNE 2007
June 4, 2007
June 11, 2007

JULY 2007
July 9, 2007
July 16, 2007
July 23, 2007

SEPTEMBER 2007

CPAM 2007-0001, HOUSING POLICIES
SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES

WHO

Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Housing Advisory Board (HAB)

April 16, 2007

Planning Commission (PC) Chair/Staff

PC Chair/Vice Chair/Staff

Planning Commission/HAB rep./Staff

Staff
Staff

Staff

Pianning Commission/HAB/Staff
Planning Commission/HAB/Staff

Planning Commission/HAB/Staff
Planning Commission/HAB/Staff

Planning Commission/HAB/Staff
Planning Commission
Staff

September 17, 2007 Planning Commission

ACTIVITY

-BOS initiates CPAM

-HAB updates EDC: housing recommendations to BOS, including CPAM

-Director’s mtg.: Scope discussion

-Director’s mtg.: Scope discussion

-Discuss/agree on scope

-Update/Status to HAB at their reg. scheduled monthly meeting
-Briefing to Human Services Network (stakeholders outreach)

-identify/convene Technical Team'

-Staff/HAB briefing to Planning Commission on CPAM
-PC Public Input Session: BOS meeting room

-PC Worksession
-PC Worksession

-PC Worksession
-Planning Commission Public Hearing
-Briefing: BOS Trans./LLand Use Committee

-PC takes action on CPAM: begin 90 days for BOS action

! Technical Team functions as the internal County referral working group. --Community Planning, Zoning, Family Services, Area Agency on Aging, Economic
Development, Financial Management Services
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December 16, 2007

CPAM 2007-0001, HOUSING POLICIES

SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES
April 16, 2007

OCTOBER 2007
October 9, 2007 Board of Supervisors -Board of Supervisors Public Hearing
October 2007 BOS: Committee of the Whole -Committee worksession
NOVEMBER 2007
November 2007 BOS Commiittee of the Whole -Committee worksession
DECEMBER 2007
December 4, 2007 Board of Supervisors Business Meeting -Board of Supervisors action on CPAM

-90 days from Sept. 17, 2007

STAKEHOLDERS/GROUPS TO BE CONTACTED REGARDING PUBLIC INPUT SESSION ON MAY 14, 2007

CoNoORrWN=

Economic Development Commission

Housing Advisory Board (also functions as technical advisors/sponsors for Planning Commission)

AARP

ADUAB

NVBIA

Continuum of Care
Human Services Network
LARC

Chamber of Commerce

. Windy Hill Foundation

. Habitat for Humanity

. Good Shepherd Alliance

. Dulles Area Association of Realtors
. Industrial Development Authority
. Salvation Army

. Loudoun Cares

. LAWS

. Rebuilding Together

. Commission on Aging

. Disability Board



Loudoun County, Virginia
www.loudoun.gov_

Office of the County Administrator
1 Harrison Street, S.E., 5th Floor, P.O. Box 7000, Leesburg, VA 20177-7000
Telephone (703) 777-0200 ¢ Fax (703) 777-0325

At a business meeting of the Board of Supervisors of Loudoun County, Virginia, held in the
County Government Center, Board of Supervisors' Meeting Room, 1 Harrison St, S.E.,
Leesburg, Virginia, on Tuesday, April 3, 2007 at 9:30 a.m.

IN RE: HUMAN SERVICES COMMITTEE / HOUSING POLICIES AND
PROGRAMS

Mr. Snow moved that the Board of Supervisors accept the recommendation of the Human
Services Committee to:

1. Initiate a Plan Amendment (CPAM) to consider revisions to the County’s housing
policies included in the Comprehensive Plan, contingent upon the Board’s CPAM
prioritization;

2. Consolidate the existing housing funds, establish funding priorities, and a fund
dispersal process to support a variety of housing programs;

3. Initiate the legal process to reform the Belmont Ridge Affordable Housing Trust.

Seconded by Mr. Tulloch..

Voting on the Motion: Supervisors Burton, Clem, Delgaudio, Kurtz, Snow, Staton, Tulloch,
Waters, and York - Yes; None — No.
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DEPUTY CLERK FOR THE LOUDOUN
COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

13a-Human Services Committee Housing Policies and Programs
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